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Title  14 — Aeronautics  and  Space 

CHAPTER  II— CIVIL  AERONAUTICS 
BOARD 

[Regulation  ER-925.  Arndt.  8] 

PART  201— APPLICATIONS  FOR  CERTIF¬ 
ICATES  OF  PUBLIC  CONVENIENCE  AND 

NECESSITY 

Amendment  of  Part  To  Provide  Filing  of 

Environmental  Data  With  Applications 

to  the  Extent  Required  by  New  Part  312 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
at  Its  office  in  Washington,  D.C.  Au¬ 
gust  13. 1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  invited  comments,  and  responses 
to  such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  enact 
a  new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural  Regula¬ 
tions  setting  forth  its  policies  and  gov¬ 
erning  procedures  for  the  preparation 
and  processing  of  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statements  and  related  documents 
in  connection  with  the  Board’s  regulatory 
activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2)  (C) 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  proposal  also  encompassed  the 
deletion  of  §  399.110  of  the  Board's 
Policy  Statements,  which  had  previously 
set  forth  such  policies  and  procedures, 
and  implementing  amendments  to  other 
parts  of  the  Board’s  economic  and  pro¬ 
cedural  regulations  to  provide  for  the 
filing  of  environmental  data  with  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  extent  required  by  the  new 
Part  312. 

As  set  forth  in  the  preamble  to  the  new 
Part  312,  adopted  simultaneously  here¬ 
with,  a  number  of  comments  and  re¬ 
sponses  were  filed  to  the  proposed  Part 
312  and  considered  by  the  Board  before 
enactment  of  the  Part  in  its  present 
form.  None  of  the  comments  related 
specifically  to  the  amendments  proposed 
to  be  made  to  Part  201  which  were  simply 
implementing  amendments  calling  for 
the  filing  of  environmental  data  with 
applications  as  required  by  Part  312. 
However,  the  Board  adopted  some  minor 
revisions  with  respect  to  the  environ¬ 
mental  data.  Under  the  circumstances, 
and  since  Part  312  requires  the  filing  of 
environmental  data  with  applications  in 
specified  situations,  albeit  somewhat 
modified  from  the  requirements  origi¬ 
nally  proposed,  we  shall  adopt  the 
amendments  proposed  to  Part  201  modi¬ 
fied  to  the  extent  required  by  changes 
made  in  the  proposed  Part  312  upon  its 
final  adoption,  on  the  basis  of  the  find¬ 
ings,  among  others,  set  forth  in  the  pro¬ 
posal  and  in  the  Preamble  to  Part  312. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  hereby  amends 
Part  201  of  the  Economic  Regulations  (14 
CFR  Part  201)  effective  September  24, 
1975,  as  follows: 

Add  a  new  paragraph  (d)  to  §  201.4  to 
read  as  follows: 

§  201.4  General  provisions  concerning 
contents. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(d>  Where  required  by  §§  312.12  or 
312.14  of  Part  312  of  this  chapter,  each 


*  PDR-38.  EDR-269,  PSDR-40.  dated  May  IB, 
1974,  89  PR  16268.  Docket  26718. 


application  shall,  at  the  appropriate 
time,  be  accompanied  by  an  Environ¬ 
mental  Evaluation  or  an  Environmental 
Assessment,  in  conformity  with  those 
sections  or  orders  Issued  thereunder. 

(Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended, 
secs.  102.  204(a),  401,  404,  and  1002  (  72  Stat. 
740,  743,  764.  760,  and  788  (  49  U.S.C.  1802, 
1324,  1371,  1374,  and  1482)):  National  En¬ 
vironmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (Pub.  L.  91- 
90,  42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq)  and  Executive  Or¬ 
der  11614). 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal]  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.75-21840  Piled  8-22-75:8:45  am] 


[Regulation  ER-926,  Arndt.  5] 

PART  211— APPLICATIONS  FOR  PERMITS 
TO  FOREIGN  AIR  CARRIERS 

Amendment  of  Part  To  Provide  Filing  of 

Environmental  Data  With  Applications 

to  the  Extent  Required  by  New  Part  312 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C., 
August  13,  1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  invited  comments,  and  responses 
to  such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  en¬ 
act  a  new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural 
Regulations  setting  forth  its  policies  and 
governing  procedures  for  the  preparation 
and  processing  of  environmental  impact 
statements  and  related  documents  in 
connection  with  the  Board's  regulatory 
activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2X0 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  proposal  also  encompassed  the 
deletion  of  §  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Pol¬ 
icy  Statements,  which  had  previously 
set  forth  such  policies  and  procedures, 
and  implementing  amendments  to  other 
parts  of  the  Board’s  economic  and  pro¬ 
cedural  regulations  to  provide  for  the 
filing  of  environmental  data  with  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  extent  required  by  the 
new  Part  312. 

As  set  forth  in  the  preamble  to  the 
new  Part  312,  adopted  simultaneously 
herewith,  a  number  of  comments  and  re¬ 
sponses  were  filed  to  the  proposed  Part 
312  and  considered  by  the  Board  before 
enactment  of  the  Part  in  its  present  form. 
None  of  the  comments  related  specifically 
to  the  amendments  proposed  to  be  made 
to  Part  211,  which  were  simply  Imple¬ 
menting  amendments  calling  for  the  fil¬ 
ing  at  environmental  data  with  applica¬ 
tions  as  required  by  Part  312.  However, 
the  Board  adopted  some  minor  revisions 
with  respect  to  the  environmental  data. 
Under  the  circumstances,  and  since  Part 
312  requires  the  filing  of  environmental 
data  with  applications  In  specified  situa¬ 
tions,  albeit  somewhat  modified  from  the 
requirements  originally  proposed,  we 
shall  adopt  the  amendments  proposed  to 
Part  211  modified  to  the  extent  required 
by  changes  made  in  the  proposed  Part 
312  upon  its  final  adoption,  on  the  basis 
of  the  findings,  among  others,  set  forth 


1 PDR-36,  EDR-269.  PSDR-40.  dated  May  18. 
1974,  39  PR  18288,  Docket  26718. 


in  the  proposal  and  In  the  Preamble  to 
Part  312. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  hereby  amends 
Part  211  of  the  Economic  Regulations  (14 
CPR  Part  211)  effective  September  24, 
1975,  as  follows: 

Add  a  new  paragraph  (e)  to  §  211.5  to 
read  as  follows: 

§  211.5  General  provisions  regarding 
contents. 

•  •  •  •  • 

(e)  Where  required  by  §8  312.12  or  312.- 
14  of  Part  312  of  this  chapter,  each  ap¬ 
plication  shall,  at  the  appropriate  time, 
be  accompanied  by  an  Environmental 
Evaluation  or  an  Environmental  Assess¬ 
ment,  In  conformity  with  those  sections 
or  orders  Issued  thereunder. 

(Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended, 
sec.  102,  204(a),  402,  404,  and  1002  (72  Stat. 
740,  743.  757.  760,  and  788  (49  U.S.C.  1302, 
1324,  1372,  1374,  and  1482));  National  En¬ 
vironmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (Pub.  L.  91- 
90,  42  08.C.  4321  et  seq)  and  Executive  Order 
11514.) 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal]  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

[PR  Doc.75-21841  Filed  8-22-76:8:45  am] 


[Regulation  ER-927.  Arndt.  29] 

PART  221— CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLICA¬ 
TION,  FILING  AND  POSTING  OF  TAR¬ 
IFFS  OF  AIR  CARRIERS  AND  FOREIGN 
AIR  CARRIERS 

Amendment  of  Part  To  Provide  Filing  of 
Environmental  Data  With  Applications 
to  the  Extent  Required  by  New  Part  312 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C. 
August  13,  1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  Invited  comments,  and  responses 
to  such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  en¬ 
act  a  new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural 
Regulations  setting  forth  its  policies  and 
governing  procedures  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  and  processing  of  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statements  and  related  documents 
in  connection  with  the  Board’s  regula¬ 
tory  activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2) 
(C)  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act.  The  proposal  also  encom¬ 
passed  the  deletion  of  §  399.110  of  the 
Board’s  Policy  Statements,  which  had 
previously  set  forth  such  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures,  and  Implementing  amendments 
to  other  parts  of  the  Board’s  economic 
and  procedural  regulations  to  provide  for 
the  filing  of  environmental  data  with  ap¬ 
plications  to  the  extent  required  by  the 
new  Part  312. 

As  set  forth  In  the  preamble  to  the  new 
Part  312,  adopted  simultaneously  here¬ 
with,  a  number  of  comments  and  re¬ 
sponses  were  filed  to  the  proposed  Part 
312  and  considered  by  the  Board  before 
enactment  of  the  Part  In  its  present 
form.  None  of  the  comments  related 
specifically  to  the  amendments  proposed 


» PDR-36,  EDR-269,  PSDR-40,  dated  May 
15.  1974,  39  FR  18288,  Dooket  26718. 
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to  be  made  to  Part  221  which  were  simply 
implementing  amendments  calling  for 
the  filing  of  environmental  data  with  ap¬ 
plications  as  required  by  Part  312.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Board  adopted  some  minor  re¬ 
visions  with  respect  to  the  environmental 
data.  Under  the  circumstances,  and  since 
Part  312  requires  the  filing  of  environ¬ 
mental  data  with  applications  in  speci¬ 
fied  situations,  albeit  somewhat  modi¬ 
fied  from  the  requirements  originally 
proposed,  we  shall  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ments  proposed  to  Part  221  modified  to 
the  extent  required  by  changes  made  in 
the  proposed  Part  312  upon  its  final  adop¬ 
tion,  on  the  basis  of  the  findings,  among 
others,  set  forth  in  the  proposal  and  in 
the  Preamble  to  Part  312. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  hereby  amends 
Part  221  of  the  Economic  Regulations  (14 
CFR  Part  221),  effective  September  24, 
1975,  as  follows: 

Amend  §  221.165(b)  (2)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

§  221.165  Explanation  and  data  sup¬ 
porting  tariff  changes  and  new  mat¬ 
ter  in  tariff  publications. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(b)  Economic  data  and/or  information 
in  support  of  the  new  or  changed  matter. 
Including,  in  cases  where  pertinent,  *  *  • 

(2)  Estimates  of  the  aggregate  effect  of 
the  new  or  changed  matter  upon  such 
carrier’s  traffic,  schedules,  and  revenues, 
and  an  explanation  of  the  basis  for  the 
estimates  (including,  where  available, 
data  as  to  past  traffic,  schedules  and 
revenues) . 

(Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended, 
Secs.  102,  204(a),  408,  404,  and  1002  (72  Stat. 
740,  743,  758.  760,  and  788  (49  U.S.C.  1308, 
1324,  1373,  1374,  and  1482 ));  National  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (Pub.  L.  91-90, 
42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq)  and  Executive  Order 
11814) 

By  the  Civil  AeronautWs  Board. 

[seal]  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  75-21842  Filed  8-22-75:8:45  am ) 


[Regulation  ER-928,  Arndt.  6] 

PART  261— FILING  OF  AGREEMENTS 

Amendment  of  Part  To  Provide  Filing  of 
Environmental  Data  With  Applications 
to  the  Extent  Required  by  New  Part  312 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C.  Au¬ 
gust  13,  1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  invited  comments,  and  responses 
to  such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  enact 
a  new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural  Regu¬ 
lations  setting  forth  its  policies  and  gov¬ 
erning  procedures  for  the  preparation 
and  processing  of  environmental  impact 
statements  and  related  documents  In 
connection  with  the  Board’s  regulatory 
activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2)  (C) 


1  P DR-36,  EDR-269,  PSDR  40,  dated  May  16, 
1974,  39  FR  18288,  Docket  26718. 


of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  proposal  also  encompassed  the 
deletion  of  §  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Poli¬ 
cy  Statements,  which  had  previously  set 
forth  such  policies  and  procedures,  and 
implementing  amendments  to  other  parts 
of  the  Board’s  economic  and  procedural 
regulations  to  provide  for  the  filing  of 
environmental  data  with  applications  to 
the  extent  required  by  the  new  Part  312. 

As  set  forth  in  the  preamble  to  the 
new  Part  312,  adopted  simultaneously 
herewith,  a  number  of  comments  and  re¬ 
sponses  were  filed  to  the  proposed  Part 
312  and  considered  by  the  Board  before 
enactment  of  the  Part  in  its  present  form. 
While  none  of  the  comments  related 
specifically  to  the  amendments  proposed 
to  be  made  to  Part  261,  a  suggestion  was 
made,  and  in  part  adopted  by  the  Board, 
to  alter  the  requirements  for  the  filing  of 
environmental  data.  Specifically,  the 
Board  revised  §  312.12  to  provide  that 
applications  under  sections  408,  416(b), 
101(3) ,  and  the  ratemaking  provisions  of 
section  1002  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act 
include  a  representation  of  whether  or 
not  the  application,  if  granted,  would 
have  any  of  the  consequences  set  forth 
in  §  312.9(a)  (2)  of  the  new  rule,  the 
representation  to  be  accompanied  by  an 
explanation.  Under  the  circumstances, 
and  since  Part  312  requires  the  filing  of 
environmental  data  with  applications  in 
specified  situations,  albeit  somewhat 
modified  from  the  requirements  original¬ 
ly  proposed,  we  shall  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ments  proposed  to  Part  261  modified  to 
the  extent  required  by  changes  made  in 
the  proposed  Part  312  upon  its  final 
adoption,  on  the  basis  of  the  findings, 
among  others,  set  forth  in  the  proposal 
and  in  the  Preamble  to  Part  312. 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  hereby  amends 
Part  261  of  the  Economic  Regulations 
(14  CFR  261),  effective  September  24, 
1975,  as  follows: 

1.  Amend  the  Table  of  Contents  by 
adding  a  title  for  new  §  261.9  as  follows: 

Sec. 

261 .9  Environmental  documents. 

2.  Add  a  new  5  261.9  to  read  as  follows: 
§  261.9  Environmental  documents. 

Where  required  by  §§  312.12  or  312.14 
of  this  chapter,  each  contract  or  agree¬ 
ment  filed  under  this  part  or  Subpart  P 
of  Part  302  of  this  chapter,  shall,  at  the 
appropirate  time,  be  accompanied  by  an 
Environmental  Evaluation,  a  representa¬ 
tion  and  explanation  with  respect  to 
§  312.9(a)  (2)  of  this  chapter,  or  an  En¬ 
vironmental  assessment,  in  conformity 
with  those  sections  or  orders  issued  there¬ 
under. 

(Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended, 
secs.  102,  204(a),  404,  412,  and  1002  (  72 
Stat.  740,  743,  760,  770,  and  788,  (49  U.S.C. 
1302,  1324,  1374,  1382,  and  1482));  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (Pub.  L. 
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91-90,  42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq)  and  Executive 
Order  11514.) 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal]  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.75-21843  Filed  8-22-75:8:45  amj 


[Regulation  PR-147,  Arndt.  25] 

PART  302— RULES  OF  PRACTICE  IN 
ECONOMIC  PROCEEDINGS 

Amendments  of  Part  To  Provide  Filing  of 

Environmental  Data  With  Applications 

to  the  Extent  Required  by  New  Part  312 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C.  Au¬ 
gust  13,  1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  invited  comments,  and  responses 
to  such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  enact 
a  new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural  Regula¬ 
tions  setting  forth  its  policies  and  gov¬ 
erning  procedures  for  the  preparation 
and  processing  of  environmental  impact 
statements  and  related  documents  in 
connection  with  the  Board’s  regulatory 
activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2)  (C) 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  proposal  also  encompassed  the 
deletion  of  §  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Policy 
Statements,  which  had  previously  set 
forth  such  policies  and  procedures,  and 
implementing  amendments  to  other  parts 
of  the  Board’s  economic  and  procedural 
regulations  to  provide  for  the  filing  of 
environmental  data  with  applications  to 
the  extent  required  by  the  new  Part  312. 

As  set  forth  in  the  preamble  to  the 
new  Part  312,  adopted  simultaneously 
herewith,  a  number  of  comments  and  re¬ 
sponses  were  filed  to  the  proposed  Part 
312  and  considered  by  the  Board  before 
enactment  of  the  Part  in  its  present 
form.  While  none  of  the  comments  re¬ 
lated  specifically  to  the  amendments  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  made  to  Part  302,  a  sug¬ 
gestion  was  made,  and  in  part  adopted 
by  the  Board,  to  alter  the  requirements 
for  the  filing  of  environmental  data. 
Specifically,  the  Board  revised  §  312.12  to 
provide  that  applications  under  sections 
408,  416(b),  101(3),  and  the  ratemaking 
provisions  of  section  1002  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  include  a  representation  of 
whether  or  not  the  application,  if 
granted,  would  have  any  of  the  con¬ 
sequences  set  forth  in  §  312.9(a)  (2)  of 
the  new  rule,  the  representation  to  be 
accompanied  by  an  explanation.  Under 
the  circumstances,  and  since  Part  312 
requires  the  filing  of  environmental  data 
with  applications  in  specified  situations, 
albeit  somewhat  modified  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  originally  proposed,  we  shall 
adopt  the  amendments  proposed  to  Part 
302  modified  to  the  extent  required  by 
changes  made  in  the  proposed  Part  312 
upon  its  final  adoption,  on  the  basis  of  the 
findings,  among  others,  set  forth  in  the 
proposal  and  in  the  Preamble  to  Part 
312. 

1 PDR-36,  EDR-269,  PSDR-40,  dated  May 
15,  1974,  39  FR  18288,  Docket  26718. 
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In  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  hereby  amends 
Part  302  of  the  Economic  Regulations  (14 
CPR  302),  effective  September  24,  1975, 
as  follows: 

Amend  5  302.4(a)  to  read  as  follows: 

§  302.4  General  requirements  as  to 
documents. 

(a)  Contents.  In  case  there  is  no  rule, 
regulation,  or  order  of  the  Board  which 
prescribes  the  contents  of  a  formal  ap¬ 
plication,  petition,  complaint,  motion  or 
other  authorized  or  required  document, 
such  document  shall  contain  a  proper 
identification  of  the  parties  concerned, 
a  concise  but  complete  statement  of  the 
facts  relied  upon  and  the  relief  sought, 
and,  where  required  by  §§  312.12  or  312.14 
of  this  subchapter,  such  document  shall, 
at  the  appropriate  time,  be  accompanied 
by  an  Environmental  Evaluation,  a  rep¬ 
resentation  and  explanation  with  respect 
to  5  312.9(a)(2)  of  Part  312,  or  an  En¬ 
vironmental  assessment,  in  conformity 
with  those  sections  or  orders  issued  there¬ 
under. 

*  »  •  «  * 

(Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as'  amended, 
sees.  102,  204(a).  401,  402,  403,  404,  412,  and 
1002  (72  Stat.  740,  743.  754,  757,  758,  760,  770, 
and  788,  (49  U.S.C.  1302.  1324,  1371,  1372, 
1373,  1374,  1382,  and  1482)):  National  En¬ 
vironmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (Pub.  L.  91- 
90,  42  C8.C.  4321  et  seq)  and  Executive  Order 
11514) 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal]  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.75-21844  Filed  8-22-75;8:45  am] 


(Regulation  PS-67,  Amdt.  46] 

PART  399— STATEMENTS  OF  GENERAL 
POLICY 

Amendment  of  Part 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C.  Au¬ 
gust  13, 1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  invited  comment  and  responses  to 
such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  enact  a 
new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural  Regula¬ 
tions  setting  forth  its  policies  and  govern¬ 
ing  procedures  for  the  preparation  and 
processing  of  environmental  impact 
statements  and  related  documents  In 
connection  with  the  Board’s  regulatory 
activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2)  (C) 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  proposal  also  encompassed  the 
deletion  of  §  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Policy 
Statements,  which  had  previously  set 
forth  such  policies  and  procedures,  and 
other  Implementing  amendments  to 
other  parts  of  the  Board’s  economic 
and  procedural  regulations  to  provide  for 
the  filing  of  environmental  data  with  ap¬ 
plications  to  the  extent  required  by  the 
New  Part  312. 

The  Board  has  finalized  the  enact¬ 
ment  pf  Part  312  and  the  implementing 
amendments  to  the  economic  and  proce- 


1 PDR-36,  EDR-269,  PSDR-40,  dated  May 
16,  1974,  39  FR  18288,  Docket  26718. 


dural  regulations  in  separate  documents 
issued  contemporaneously  herewith,  by 
PR-146,  and  ER-925,  ER-926,  ER-927, 
ER-928,  and  PR-147.  Section  399.110  of 
the  Board’s  Statements  of  General  Pol¬ 
icy  is  therefore  being  deleted. 

Accordingly,  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  hereby  amends  Part  399  of  its 
Statements  of  General  Policy  (14  CPR 
Part  399)  effective  September  24,  1975, 
as  follows : 

Subpart  J  [Deleted] 

Delete  Subpart  J — Policies  Relating  to 
the  Quality  of  the  Human  Environment, 
and  §  399.110 — Implementation  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969. 

(Secs.  204  and  1001  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  72  Stat.  743  and 
788,  (49  U.S.C.  1324  and  1481):  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  83  Stat. 
852  et  seq.,  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.);  and 
Executive  Order  11514) 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal!  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.75-21845  Filed  8-22-75:8:45  am] 


(Regulation  PR  146,  Enactment  of  Part  312] 

PART  312— IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY 
ACT,  INCLUDING  THE  PREPARATION 
OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATE¬ 
MENTS 

Enactment  of  Part 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C. 
August  13, 1975. 

By  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,1  the 
Board  invited  comments  and  responses  to 
such  comments,  on  a  proposal  to  enact 
a  new  Part  312  of  the  Procedural  Regula¬ 
tions  setting  forth  its  policies  and  gov¬ 
erning  procedures  for  the  preparation 
and  processing  of  environmental  impact 
statements  and  related  documents  in 
connection  with  the  Board’s  regulatory 
activities  pursuant  to  section  102(2X0 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  proposal  also  encompassed  the 
deletion  of  5  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Policy 
Statements,  which  had  previously  set 
forth  such  policies  and  procedures,  and 
other  implementing  amendments  to  other 
parts  of  the  Board’s  economic  and  proce¬ 
dural  regulations  to  provide  for  the  filing 
of  environmental  data  with  applications 
to  the  extent  required  by  the  new  Part 
312.* 

Pursuant  to  the  notice,  10  comments 
and  four  responsive  comments  were 
filed.*  The  comments  came  from  a  vari- 


1  PDR-36,  EDR-269,  PSDR-40,  dated  May 
15.  1974,  39  FR  18288,  Docket  26718. 

*  We  have  finalized  the  Implementing 
amendments  to  the  economic  and  procedural 
regulations  and  deletion  of  sec.  399.110  In 
separate  documents  (ERr-926,  ER-926,  ER- 
927,  ER-928,  PR-147,  PS-87)  Issued  contem¬ 
poraneously  herewith.  They  reflect  such 
minor  changes  from  the  proposed  Part  312 
that  we  have  made  herein. 

•Pursuant  to  a  request  from  a  group  of 
air  carriers,  the  time  for  filing  oomments  was 


ety  of  sources,  including  the  United 
States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
(EPA)  two  state  planning  organizations, 
three  trade  associations,  two  aircraft  en¬ 
gine  manufacturers,  a  group  of  four 
cities,  and  a  group  of  nine  air  carriers.4 
Two  of  the  responses  came  from  air  car¬ 
riers,  one  from  a  trade  association,  and 
one  from  the  cities.*  Taken  as  a  whole 
the  comments  are  thoughtful  and  useful. 
Some  of  them  have  been  accepted,  while 
others  have  been  rejected.  The  principal 
comments  relate  (1)  to  the  method  for 
determining  in  what  situations  full-scale 
inquiries  into  environmental  impacts 
should  be  made  and  (2)  to  the  data  bank 
which  we  hoped  to  establish  in  order  to 
facilitate  for  all  concerned  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  environmental  issues  coming 
before  the  Board  for  decision. 

A  principal  revision  we  have  made  is 
the  adoption  of  a  Noise  Screening  Stand¬ 
ard  and  a  Pollutants  Screening  Standard, 
proposed  by  the  group  of  Nine  Carriers, 
to  help  effectuate  the  threshold  deter¬ 
mination  of  environmental  significance. 
We  adopt  these  screening  standards  as 
the  best  currently  available.  However,  we 
believe  that  the  screening  standards  may 
profit  from  some  refinement,  as  discussed 
in  section  (l)(c)  of  this  Preamble.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  we  are  specifically  requesting 
that  petitions  for  reconsideration  be  filed 
by  any  interested  person  with  regard  to 
the  points  raised  in  section  (1)  (c) ,  below. 
Petitions  are  to  be  filed  within  45  days  of 
service  of  this  rule,  and  answers  thereto 
may  be  filed  within  30  days  thereafter. 

Except  to  the  extent  modified  herein, 
the  tentative  findings  and  conclusions  set 
forth  in  PDR-36,  EDR-269,  PSDR-40  are 
incorporated  herein  and  made  final:  and, 
except  to  the  extent  granted  herein,  all 
requests  contained  in  the  comments  are 
denied.  The  principal  objections  and  sug¬ 
gestions  to  our  proposal  and  the  principal 
changes  therein  are  discussed  below. 
Comments  not  specifically  discussed  were 
nevertheless  carefully  considered  by  the 
Board. 

1.  Threshold  determination  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  significance.  The  proposed 
rule  sets  forth,  illustratively.  Board  ac¬ 
tions  which  may  have  a  potential  impact 
on  the  environment  (5  312.9)  and  the 
kind  of  effects  which,  in  our  view,  appear 


extended  from  July  5,  1974,  to  September  5. 
1974,  and  for  responsive  comments  from  Au¬ 
gust  5,  1974,  to  October  15,  1974.  The  Board's 
notice  established  a  procedural  mechanism 
for  creating  and  distributing  a  service  list 
which  was  supplied  to  all  Interested  persons. 

4  The  commenters  were :  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  Planning,  Arizona  Office  of 
Economic  Planning  and  Development,  Aero¬ 
space  Industries  Association  of  America, 
AVCO  Lycoming  Division,  Pratt  and  Whitney 
Aircraft,  Air  Transport  Association  of  Canada, 
Boston,  St.  Louis,  Las  Vegas  and  Cincinnati 
parties,  National  Newspaper  Association,  and 
a  group  of  none  air  oarrlers  including  Ameri¬ 
can,  Branlff,  Delta,  Eastern,  Northwest,  Pan 
American,  Trans  World,  United  and  Western 
("Nine  Carriers") . 

•In  addition  to  the  group  of  nine  Mr  car¬ 
riers  and  four  cities,  responses  cam*  from 
Wien  Air  Alaska  and  the  National  Air  Trans¬ 
portation  Association. 
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to  significantly  affect  the  environment 
(§312.10).  However,  the  rule  does  not 
purport  to  determine  categorically  which 
actions  may  be  major  federal  actions 
having  a  significant  impact  upon  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment  within 
the  meaning  of  section  102(2)  (C)  of 
NEPA,  leaving  that  determination  in 
each  instance  to  the  designated  respon¬ 
sible  official  (§312.8).  To  assist  in  the 
making  of  this  determination  §  312.12  re¬ 
quires  applications  for  actions  listed  in 
§  312.9  to  be  accompanied  by  an  “envi¬ 
ronmental  evaluation,”  containing  cer¬ 
tain  basic  environmental  information.' 

The  Nine  Carriers  suggest  that  the 
Board  build  into  the  rule  a  Noise  Screen¬ 
ing  Standard '  and  a  Pollutants  Screen¬ 
ing  Standard,*  which  are  intended  to  pro¬ 
vide  specific  criteria  for  determining 
when  a  change  in  flight  frequencies  (in¬ 
cluding  fleet  mix)  at  an  airport  justifies 
further  study  of  environmental  effects. 
Under  the  Nine-Carrier  proposal,  the 
“environmental  evaluation”  would  not 
be  submitted  at  the  time  of  filing  but 
would,  instead,  be  reserved  solely  for 
cases  that  trigger  further  study  under 
the  screening  tests.  “Environmental  as¬ 
sessments”  would  be  abolished  alto¬ 
gether. 

Adoption  of  the  two  screening  stand¬ 
ards  is  supported  by  the  National  Air 
Transportation  Associations  (NATA) , 
Wien  Air  Alaska,  Inc.  (Wien),  and  the 
Boston/St.  Louis /Las  Vega6/Cincinnati 
civic  parties.  No  reply  comments  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  suggested  screening 
standards  have  been  received. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  comments 
and  all  other  relevant  facts,  the  Board 
is  persuaded  that  the  Noise  Screening 
Standard  and  the  Pollutants  Screening 
Standard  proposed  by  the  Nine  Carriers 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  Board's 
NEPA  procedures.  As  we  have  previously 
noted,  the  preponderance  of  the  Board’s 
actions  are  not  “major”  and  do  not  “sig¬ 
nificantly”  affect  the  quality  of  the  hu¬ 
man  environment,  within  the  meaning 
of  NEPA.'  The  Board’s  experience  since 
the  inception  of  this  rulemaking  pro¬ 
ceeding  a  little  over  a  year  ago  seems  to 
verify  our  judgment  that  even  those 
actions  that  are  major  in  economic  or 
regulatory  terms  often  do  not  give  rise 
to  significant  environmental  effects. 
This  experience  currently  encompasses 
a  total  of  13  route-related  cases  in  which 
the  Bureau  of  Operating  Rights,  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  Board,  has  prepared 
detailed  environmental  studies,  includ¬ 
ing  one  formal  Environmental  Impact 


•  The  responsible  official  may  request  addi¬ 
tional  material  and  relevant  information 
from  the  applicant  or  other  persons  by  means 
of  the  ‘‘environmental  assessment,”  §  312.14 
(b).  In  submitting  environmental  evalua¬ 
tions  and  environmental  assessments,  the 
regulation  contemplates  that  the  applicants 
would  utilize  certain  basic  data  set  forth  in 
Appendix  I  to  the  Rule. 

7  Developed  by  the  consulting  firm  of  Bolt, 
Beranek  &  Newman.  A  detailed  description 
of  the  rationale  and  methodology  of  this 
standard  is  contained  in  Appendix  A  hereto. 

•  Developed  by  the  consulting  firm  of  R. 
Dixon  Speas  Associates.  A  detailed  descrip¬ 
tion  is  contained  in  Appendix  B  hereto. 

•  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking,  at  5. 


Statement,’0  five  “Statements  of  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Assessment,”  u  six  somewhat 
less  lengthy — yet  thorough — “Environ¬ 
mental  Negative  Declarations” 11  and  one 
“Environmental  Rejection  Statement.”  u 

This  substantial  fund  of  experience — 
which  was  not  available  at  the  inception 
of  this  rulemaking — leads  us  to  conclude 
that  there  is  a  need  for  some  simple  yet 
effective  substantive  criteria  which  will 
avoid  unproductive  and  costly  proce¬ 
dures  and  focus  analytical  efforts  upon 
those  proceedings  most  likely  to  justify 
thorough  environmental  study,  by  the 
systematic  winnowing  out  of  the  many 
cases  coming  before  the  Board  which 
have  little  or  no  adverse  environmental 
consequences.  In  addition,  the  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  itself 
urges  agencies  to  “develop  specific  cri¬ 
teria  and  methods  for  identifying  those 
actions  likely  to  require  environmental 
statements  and  those  actions  likely  not 
to  require  environmental  statements” 
(CEQ  Guidelines,  40  CFR  1500.6(c) ) . 

We  believe  that  the  screening  stand¬ 
ards  hold  promise  of  meeting  that  need. 
Unlike  other  existing  methodologies  such 
as  Noise  Exposure  Forecast  (NEF)  or 
the  EPA’s  Leq/Ldn,  the  screening  stand¬ 
ards  are  relatively  uncomplicated  in 
method  and  apply  readily  to  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  usual  Board  case,  in  which 
any  prospective  environmental  impact 
arises  in  the  first  instance  from  changes 
in  air  carrier  schedules  and  levels  of  serv¬ 
ice.  The  screening  standards  appear,  in 
general,  to  be  appropriate  and  effective 
for  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  de¬ 
signed,  namely  the  threshold  determina¬ 
tion  of  direct  environmental  impact.  In 
addition,  the  Noise  Screening  Standard 
in  particular  should  serve  to  ensure  that 
prohibitively  costly  noise- measuring 
methodologies  are  reserved  for  cases  in 
which  such  procedures  are  likely  to  be 
productive  and  cost-efficient.  In  short,  we 
believe  that  the  screening  standards  are 
the  best  practicable  criteria  presently 


“  Capacity  Reduction  Agreements  Case, 
Docket  22908.  A  Draft  and  Pinal  E.I.S.  were 
prepared. 

u  Miami-Los  Angeles  Competitive  Nonstop 
Case,  Docket  24694;  American- Airwest  Route 
Exchange  Agreement,  Docket  26881;  Amer- 
ican-Pan  American  Route  Exchange,  Docket 
26245;  American- Frontier  Route  Exchange 
Agreement,  Docket  25397;  and  the  Transat¬ 
lantic  Route  Proceeding,  Docket  25908. 
While  designed  only  to  determine  whether 
the  proposed  actions  are  major  Federal  ac¬ 
tions  having  a  substantial  impact  on  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment,  the 
Statement  of  Environmental  Assessment  is 
equal  in  thoroughness  to  a  formal  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement.  In  each  case. 
Draft  Assessments  were  prepared  and  cir¬ 
culated  for  comment  and  Pinal  Assessments 
prepared  in  light  of  those  comments. 

“  Delta-TWA  Route  Transfer,  Docket 
26479;  Philadelphia  -  Rochester /Syracuse 
Case,  Docket  20472;  Pan  American- Western 
Route  Transfer,  Docket  27104;  Remanded 
Reno-Portland/ Seattle  Nonstop  Investiga¬ 
tion,  Docket  21136;  Reopened  Service  to 
Omaha  and  Des  Moines  Case,  Docket  18401; 
Fort  Meyers- Atlanta  Case,  Docket  .  7237. 

“  Eastem-Ozark  Route  Transfer  Agree¬ 
ment,  Docket  26668. 


available  to  the  Board  for  purposes  of 
preliminary  screening. 

Nevertheless,  as  presently  formulated 
the  screening  tests  may  not  be  appro¬ 
priate  in  all  conceivable  circumstances. 
Further,  the  screening  standards  may 
well  be  susceptible  to  refinement,  im¬ 
provement,  or  even  replacement  by  dif¬ 
ferent  criteria,  as  the  Nine  Carriers  them¬ 
selves  recognize.  Thus,  we  adopt  the 
screening  standards  to  provide  guidance 
to  the  responsible  official  who  must  deter¬ 
mine  the  environmental  significance  of 
any  action,  rather  than  as  tests  which 
categorically  determine  in  every  case 
whether  further  environmental  steps 
need  be  taken.  Moreover,  we  also  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  use  of  methodologies  which 
are  functionally  equivalent  to  the  screen¬ 
ing  standards. 

(a)  The  Noise  Screening  Standard.  The 
Noise  Screening  Standard,  while  ground¬ 
ed  upon  Noise  Exposure  Forecast  (NEF) 
methodology,  eschews  some  of  the  com¬ 
plexities  of  NEF  in  favor  of  a  model  for¬ 
mula  which  predicts  the  percentage 
change  in  the  ground  area  subsumed  by 
an  NEF  contour,  on  a  before-and-after 
basis.  The  formula  takes  into  account  a 
number  of  factors  important  to  cumula¬ 
tive  noise  impact  and  utilized  in  the  NEF 
methodology,  including  adjustments  to 
account  for  the  ratio  of  daytime  opera¬ 
tions  to  nighttime  operations,  the  per¬ 
centage  of  four-engine  low-bypass-ratio 
aircraft  in  the  fleet,  the  ratio  of  short- 
range  and  long-range  operations,  and 
fleet  mix,  as  well  as  the  number  of  air¬ 
craft  operations.  The  chosen  threshold 
value  separating  actions  with  clearly  no 
adverse  noise  impact  from  those  with 
potential  impact  is  a  change  of  one  NEF 
unit  at  points  on  the  ground  within  the 
NEF  30-40  contours.  A  one  NEF  unit 
change  results  from  a  27  percent  change 
in  operations  and  corresponds  to  a  17 
percent  change  in  the  area  enclosed 
within  the  contours  in  the  NEF  30-40 
range. 

Based  upon  experience  in  a  number 
of  the  cited  cases  in  which  the  Noise 
Screening  Standard  has  been  utilized  by 
the  Bureau  of  Operating  Rights,14  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  the  screening  formula  is  rel¬ 
atively  sensitive  to  change  in  the  noise 
impact  resulting  from  increases  in  air 
carrier  operations.  The  threshold  level 
of  one  NEF  unit  represents  perhaps  one- 
half  of  any  noise  impact  change  which 
would  be  noticed  by  the  impacted  pop¬ 
ulation,  assuming  the  correctness  of  EPA 
studies  “  indicating  that  an  increase  of 
2  units  may  cause  complaints. 

Furthermore,  experience  in  the  cited 
cases  also  indicates  that  the  Noise 
Screening  Standard  methodology,  while 
perhaps  susceptible  to  improvement,  ap- 


11  See,  eg.,  the  American-Pan  American 
Route  Exchange  Case,  Docket  26245;  the 
Miami-Los  Angeles  Competitive  Nonstop 
Case,  Docket  24694;  the  Transatlantic  Route 
Proceeding,  Docket  25908;  and  the  Capacity 
Reduction  Agreements  Case,  Docket  22908. 

“Eldred,  K.  M.,  "Community  Noise,”  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency,  NTID  300.3 
(December,  1971). 
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pears  generally  sound  for  purposes  of 
separating  those  actions  which  may  re¬ 
quire  further  study  from  actions  with 
clearly  no  significant  noise  impact.  In 
this  regard,  and  without  intimating  any 
conclusions  with  respect  to  the  Board’s 
ultimate  decisions  in  the  cited  cases  or 
the  issues  therein,  we  may  note  that  the 
use  of  the  Noise  Screening  Standard  has 
occasioned  no  substantial  adverse  com¬ 
ment  in  those  cases  from  such  expert 
agencies  as  the  EPA  and  the  FAA.  More¬ 
over,  we  have  received  no  adverse  com¬ 
ment  to  the  Nine  Carriers’  suggestion  in 
this  docket  that  the  Noise  Screening 
Standard  be  adopted  as  a  part  of  the 
Board’s  environmental  procedures. 

The  EPA  in  its  comments  recommends 
that,  whenever  possible,  the  EPA-en- 
dorsed  “Leq/IW  environmental  noise 
descriptor  methodology  “  be  utilized  to 
measure  noise,  in  the  interests  of  uni¬ 
formity  among  Federal  programs  and 
pursuant  to  the  EPA’s  responsibility  un¬ 
der  the  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972  to 
coordinate  and  review  all  Federal  noise 
research  and  control  programs.  We  do 
not  view  the  adoption  of  the  Noise 
Screening  Standard  as  inconsistent  with 
the  EPA’s  recommendation. 

We  emphasize,  in  this  regard,  that  the 
Noise  Screening  Standard  does  not  pur¬ 
port  to  be  definitive  with  respect  to  the 
noise  exposure  impact  of  proposed  ac¬ 
tions,  but  serves  primarily  as  a  means 
of  determining,  at  the  inception  of  a 
case,  whether  an  action  is  likely  to  be 
significant  in  environmental  terms  and 
whether  as  a  consequence  further  de¬ 
tailed  study  of  noise  impact  may  be  re¬ 
quired.  Where  application  of  the  Noise 
Screening  Standard  and  the  facts  of  the 
case  suggest  that  further  analysis  in 
depth  would  be  fruitful,  the  Board  ex¬ 
pects  that  the  analysis  would  ordinarily 
include  one  of  the  recognized  cumulative 
noise  impact  methodologies.  Preferably, 
tliis  would  consist  of  the  new  L«j/Ldn 
methodology.1’  However,  we  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  a  full-blown  Leq/Ldn,  NEF,  or 
other  analysis  would  ordinarily  be  pro¬ 
ductive  at  the  threshold  stage  because 
of  their  complexity  and  the  costs  asso¬ 
ciated  with  conducting  such  studies.  In 
any  event,  the  rule  as  modified  herein 
would  not  preclude  the  use  of  a  func¬ 
tional  equivalent  to  the  Noise  Screening 
Standard,  which  could  include  the  EPA’s 
methodology. 

(b)  The  Pollutants  Screening  Stand¬ 
ard.  The  Pollutants  Screening  Standard 
produces  an  order-of -magnitude  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  concentration  of  a  particular 
pollutant  at  the  boundaries  of  an  airport, 
using  EPA  data  for  rates  of  emission  and 
standardized  meteorological  conditions. 


“  “Information  on  Levels  of  Environmental 
Noise  Requisite  to  Protect  Public  Health  and 
Welfare  with  an  Adequate  Margin  of  Safety" 
("Levels  Document”)  EPA  Document  Num¬ 
ber  550/9-74-004.  March  1974. 

17  We  do  not  at  this  time  preclude  the  use 
of  methodologies  such  as,  e.g^  the  Noise  Ex¬ 
posure  Forecast  (NEF),  since  much  of  the 
currently  available  data  on  airport  noise 
levels,  etc.  Is  in  the  form  of  the  older  meth¬ 
odologies. 


The  threshold  standard  is  keyed  upon 
the  relevant  units  of  the  Primary  Na¬ 
tional  Air  Quality  Standards  as  set  by 
the  EPA.  If  the  proposed  action  would 
lead  to  an  increase  in  the  total  pollutant 
emissions  but  the  perceived  change  in 
pollutant  concentration  at  the  airport 
boundary  would  be  less  than  1%  of  the 
primary  standards  for  air  quality,  no 
further  analysis  of  pollutant  emissions 
would  be  required.  If  the  threshold  level 
is  exceeded,  additional  analysis  taking 
into  account  specific  local  conditions 
may  be  required.  The  threshold  value  is 
derived  from  the  EPA’s  regulations  on 
Review  of  Indirect  Sources,  40  CFR 
52.22(b)  (2)  (iii). 

The  Pollutants  Screening  Standard 
has  been  utilized  in  the  Environmental 
Negative  Declarations  prepared  by  the 
Board’s  staff  in  the  Pan  American-West¬ 
ern  Route  Transfer,  Docket  27104,  and 
in  the  Reopened  Service  to  Omaha  and 
Des  Moines  Case,  Docket  18401." 

We  believe  that  the  Pollutants  Screen¬ 
ing  Standard  is,  on  the  whole,  sound  in 
method  and  appropriate  for  the  purpose 
intended.  We  do  have  some  minor  reser¬ 
vations,  particularly,  with  regard  to  the 
threshold  level  selected,  as  discussed  in 
subsection  (c)  below.  While  this  test  has 
been  utilized  to  date  in  two  staff  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Negative  Declarations,  it  has 
not  been  exposed  to  the  much  more  de¬ 
tailed  scrutiny  accorded  to  the  Noise 
Screening  Standard.  Nevertheless,  we  are 
prepared  to  adopt  the  Pollutants  Screen¬ 
ing  Standard  as  being  the  best  practi¬ 
cable  criterion  presently  available  for  use 
in  Board  proceedings,  pending  any  modi¬ 
fications  which  may  be  forthcoming  from 
our  continued  review  of  the  standard  and 
in  light  of  the  comments  received  from 
all  interested  parties. 

(c)  Authorization  of  Petitions  for  Re¬ 
consideration  with  Respect  to  Screening 
Standards.  While  the  Board  has  adopted 
the  Noise  Screening  Standard  and  the 
Pollutants  Screening  Standard,  we  are 
of  the  belief  that  a  number  of  aspects  of 
these  tests  require  further  examination, 
with  a  view  toward  refinement.  We  there¬ 
fore  solicit  comments  from  all  interested 
persons  concerning  the  points  delineated 
below.  Specifically,  we  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorizing  petitions  for  reconsideration  by 
any  interested  person  with  respect  to  the 
screening  tests,  focused  upon  but  not 
limited  to  the  discussion  which  follows. 
Petitions  are  to  be  filed  within  45  days  of 
service  of  this  rule,  and  answers  may  be 
filed  within  30  days  thereafter. 

(1)  The  Pollutants  Screening  Standard 
threshold  value — an  Increase  in  pollutant 
concentration  at  the  airport  boundary 
equivalent  to  1  %  of  the  Primary  National 

“In  addition,  R.  Dixon  Speas  applied  the 
Pollutants  Screening  Standard  to  the  data 
used  by  the  Board’s  staff  in  the  Transatlantic 
Route  Proceeding,  Docket  25908,  the  Ameri¬ 
can-Frontier  Route  Exchange,  Docket  25397, 
and  the  American- Airwest  Route  Bxohange, 
Docket  26881,  for  a  total  sample  of  45  air¬ 
ports.  According  to  R.  Dixon  Speas,  the  re¬ 
sults  confirm  the  staff’s  previous  empirical 
judgments  in  those  cases  with  respect  to  the 
Incremental  levels  of  pollutant  emissions. 


Air  Quality  Standards — is  predicated 
upon  the  EPA’s  “Indirect  Sources”  rule 
standard  that  the  air  quality  impact  of 
airport  construction  or  modification  need 
not  be  considered  unless  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  at  least  50,000  scheduled  air 
carrier  operations  or  1.6  miUTOn  passen¬ 
gers  per  year  over  the  existing  volume  of 
operations,  within  the  tenth  year  of  the 
proposed  airport  change."  The  usual  eco¬ 
nomic  forecast  period  in  Board  cases  is 
one  or  at  the  most  two  years  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  since  long-term  economic  forecasts 
of  operations  have  not  proven  to  be  prac¬ 
ticable  or  reliable  for  economic  pur¬ 
poses.-*  The  1%  threshold  value  used  in 
the  Pollutants  Screening  Standard,  if  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  1st-  or  2nd-year  forecast  of 
operations,  would  simply  compress  the 
tenth-year  EPA  standard  into  the  first 
or  second  year.  Consequently,  the  Pollu¬ 
tants  Screening  Standard  threshold  level 
may  be  of  inadequate  sensitivity  to  accu¬ 
rately  reflect  the  EPA  “Indirect  Sources” 
standard  if  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
economic  forecast  periods  typical  in  al¬ 
most  all  Board  cases."  We  request  that 
the  commenting  parties  address  the  pos¬ 
sible  solutions  to  this  problem,  specifi¬ 
cally  whether  and  how  a  10-year  opera¬ 
tional  forecast  for  environmental  pur¬ 
poses  can  be  feasibly  derived,  or  whether 
and  how  the  Pollutants  Screening  Stand¬ 
ard  threshold  value  may  be  adjusted  to 
permit  its  use  with  customary  first-  or 
second-year  economic  forecasts  of  opera¬ 
tions.  Moreover,  the  parties  should  con¬ 
sider  in  any  event  whether  to  base  the 
screening  standard  threshold  upon  some 
criterion  other  than  the  “indirect 
sources”  regulation  in  light  of  its  uncer¬ 
tain  status,  as  evidenced  by  its  temporary 
suspension  by  the  EPA. 

(2)  The  LTO  cycle  used  in  the  Pol¬ 
lutants  Screening  Standard  for  deter¬ 
mining  emissions  is  Itself  composed  of 
five  distinct  modes  (taxi-idle,  takeoff, 
cllmbout,  approach  and  landing,  and 
taxi-idle)  each  of  which  has  its  own 
emission  rates  for  various  types  of  air¬ 
craft.  The  time  spent  in  each  mode  varies 
by  airport — for  example,  the  taxi-idle 
time  at  a  large,  congested  airport  may  be 
much  longer  than  at  a  small  airport. 
However,  the  standard  LTO  cycle  used  in 
the  screening  test  represents  an  LTO 
cycle  at  a  large  metropolitan  airport  dur¬ 
ing  periods  of  heavy  activity.  Using  this 
standard  LTO  cycle  may  significantly 
overstate  emissions  at  a  small  or  uncon¬ 
gested  airport.  Perhaps,  in  certain  cir¬ 
cumstances,  a  more  detailed  modal 
analysis  may  be  more  appropriate.  The 
parties  are  requested  to  address  the  ques- 

“40  C.F.R.  52.22(b)  (2)  (Ui).  This  regula¬ 
tion  has  been  temporarily  suspended  by  the 
EPA. 

*°  By  the  same  token,  a  simple  linear  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  1st  year  and  10th  year 
level  of  operations  cannot  be  assumed. 

“The  EPA  threshold  of  50,000  annual  op¬ 
erations  (25.000  LTO's)  represents  approxi¬ 
mately  69  flights  per  day.  It  Is  self-evident 
that  very  few,  if  any.  Board  awards  would 
ever  result  in  an  increase  of  that  magnitude 
In  the  first  or  second  year  of  operations. 
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tion  of  whether  an  adjustment  for  small 
or  uncongested  airports  should  be  built 
into  the  rule,  and  if  so,  how  that  should 
be  done. 

(3)  The  Noise  Screening  Standard 
equation  was  statistically  derived  from 
actual  noise  studies  conducted  at  nine 
large  airports,  the  smallest  being  In¬ 
dianapolis  with  about  300  aircraft  op¬ 
erations  per  day.  Thus,  the  formula  may 
not  be  statistically  reliable  for  estimating 
noise  impact  at  nonconforming  airports, 
such  as  small  airports. 

(4)  By  the  same  token,  the  correction 
factors  used  in  the  Noise  Screening 
Standard,  particularly  the  correction  for 
percent  of  low-bypass-ratio  (LBPR)  fan 
jet  aircraft  (C2)  may  be  inaccurate  in 
extreme  cases.  The  C2  factor,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  compensates  for  LBPR  opera¬ 
tions  constituting  only  up  to  15%  of  total 
operations.  Yet,  at  some  airports  with 
heavy  overseas  and  foreign  traffic,  such 
as  New  York  (JFK) ,  the  LPBR  opera¬ 
tions  are  a  considerably  greater  portion 
of  total  operations.  Comments  are  solic¬ 
ited  as  to  whether,  and  to  what  extent, 
the  C2  correction  factor  and  the  other 
factors  should  be  augmented  to  permit 
the  formula  to  reflect  particular  airport 
operational  characteristics  more  closely. 

(5)  As  a  rule,  non -Jet  operations  gen¬ 
erate  much  less  noise  during  the  LTO 
cycle  than  jet  operations,  and  therefore 
the  former  cannot  be  equated  with  the 
latter  for  purposes  of  the  Noise  Screening 
Standard.  In  fact,  the  basic  formula  of 
the  test  appears  to  have  been  derived 
for  comparison  of  jet  operations  under 
various  future  assumptions.  The  Board 
tentatively  believes  that  in  computing 
the  number  of  operations  (Nd  and  Nn) 
only  jet  aircraft  operations  should  be 
included.  Under  this  view,  parties  would 
of  course  be  free  to  present  evidence 
showing  that  non-jet  operations  should 
be  Included  in  the  calculation,  perhaps 
by  the  use  of  tests  which  measure  actual 
noise  levels.  We  request  comments  con¬ 
cerning  the  appropriateness  of  excluding 
non-jet  operations  from  the  Noise 
Screening  Standard  calculation  in  nor¬ 
mal  circumstances. 

(6)  The  arbitrary  constant  “A”  in  the 
Noise  Screening  Standard  formula  is  re¬ 
lated  to  fleet  mix  and  the  particular  NEF 
contour  chosen  for  analysis.  The  given 
value  of  A  in  the  formula  for  NEF  40  is 
1.92.  In  computing  the  change  in  noise 
level  resulting  from  a  change  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  operations  the  constant  is,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  factored  out  and  thus  of  no  direct 
consequence  for  the  purposes  of  a  screen¬ 
ing  analysis.  However,  the  accuracy  of 
the  formula  itself  may  have  a  bearing 
on  the  screening  test  results,  since  the 
results  are  expressed  as  a  percentage 
change  over  a  base  period  condition. 
Thus,  the  derivation  and  accuracy  of 
the  chosen  constant — 1.92 — becomes 
meaningful.  In  borderline  cases  the 
Board  may  wish  to  crosscheck  the  screen¬ 
ing  test  results  at  NEF  40  with  the  results 
at  NEF  30,  for  example,  or  to  compare 
the  fleet  mix  assumptions  built  into  the 
chosen  constant  with  the  actual  fleet 
mix  at  the  point  in  question.  Accordingly, 
we  request  that  the  Nine  Carriers  submit 


a  more  detailed  explanation  of  the  der¬ 
ivation  of  the  chosen  constant  as  well 
as  some  alternative  constants  for  differ¬ 
ent  fleet  mix  or  NEF-values. 

In  addition  to  the  usual  publication  of 
the  rulemaking  in  the  Federal  Register, 
we  will  serve  this  regulation  upon  all 
persons  who  previously  commented  or 
responded  to  comments  with  respect  to 
the  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking.  Peti¬ 
tions  for  reconsideration  should  be  sub¬ 
mitted  within  45  days  of  the  date  of  serv¬ 
ice  of  these  regulations  and  answers 
thereto  may  be  filed  within  30  days  there¬ 
after,  through  the  submission  of  twenty 
(20)  copies  addressed  to  the  Docket  Sec¬ 
tion,  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20428. 

2.  Environmental  Evaluation.  Proce- 
durally,  we  will  incorporate  the  screen¬ 
ing  standards  into  the  §  312.12  “environ¬ 
mental  evaluation”  report  which  must 
accompany  certain  applications.  As  a 
consequence,  much  of  the  information  re¬ 
quested  in  §  312.12  as  originally  proposed 
will  not  be  needed  at  the  application 
stage,  and,  if  necessary,  can  be  obtained 
at  a  later  time  through  an  “environmen¬ 
tal  assessment"  under  $  312.14.  There¬ 
fore  we  are  simplifying  the  requirements 
of  {  312.12.  As  modified,  the  environ¬ 
mental  evaluation  will  be  required  to 
contain  information  about  the  present 
service  and  proposals  for  change,  the 
airports  used,  any  irretrievable  commit¬ 
ments  of  resources  Involved  (including 
fuel  usage) ,  the  expected  number  of  ad¬ 
ditional  passengers  to  be  carried  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  action,  and  the 
Noise  and  Pollutants  Screening  Stand¬ 
ards.23 

This  revised  environmental  evaluation 
report  will  be  required  to  accompany 
most  applications  for  licensing  actions 
under  sections  401  or  402  of  the  Act,  as 
originally  contemplated  in  the  proposed 
rule  (§  312.9(a)(1)). 

The  Nine  Carriers  do  not  agree  with 
the  timing  of  the  environmental  data 
submission,  arguing  that  such  data,  if 
required  at  all,  should  be  submitted  at 
the  time  of  direct  exhibits  in  a  hearing 
case,  or  30  days  after  an  application  is 
filed  in  a  nonhearing  case.  Under  their 
proposal,  no  environmental  data  would 
be  filed  with  an  application  except  for  a 
simple  representation  that  the  screening 
test  threshold  levels  would  not  be  ex¬ 
ceeded  by  the  proposed  action  and  that 
the  consequences  set  forth  in  §  312.9(a) 
(2)  would  not  occur.  Substantiation  for 
this  representation  would  not  be  required 
unless  a  controversy  subsequently  arises 
with  respect  to  the  environment.  If  such 
a  representation  could  not  be  made,  envi¬ 
ronmental  data  would  be  submitted  as 
noted  above. 

We  reject  this  suggestion.  Submission 
of  the  environmental  data  at  the  direct 
exhibit  stage  of  a  hearing  proceeding 
would  produce  unconscionable  delay  in 
cases  which  require  either  a  formal  envi- 


a  In  addition,  we  will  adopt  the  suggestion 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and 
require,  where  relevant,  the  submittal  of 
Information  describing  plans  for  aircraft  to 
be  released  by  the  proposed  action.  . 


ronmental  Impact  statement  or  a  de¬ 
tailed  environmental  negative  declara¬ 
tion.  Further,  the  environmental  evalua¬ 
tion  report,  as  revised,  is  substantially 
less  burdensome  to  prepare  than  the  re¬ 
port  originally  contemplated,  and  in  any 
event,  most  of  the  information  requested 
in  the  revised  environmental  evaluation 
is  needed  to  work  the  formulae  of  the 
screening  tests.  Since,  as  the  Nine  Car¬ 
riers  acknowledge,  an  applicant  must  at 
least  know  the  “order-of -magnitude 
service  level”  it  contemplates,  there  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  no  valid  reason  to  deny  this 
information  to  the  Board  for  purposes  of 
a  timely  and  independent  threshold  de¬ 
termination  of  environmental  signifi¬ 
cance. 

For  other  actions — under  sections  408, 
416(b),  101(8),  and  the  ratemaking  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  1002  of  the  Act — the 
environmental  evaluation  report  will  be 
required,  as  originally  proposed,  only  if 
certain  circumstances  as  delineated  in 
1312.9(a)(2)  may  demonstrably  result. 
For  those  actions,  we  accept  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  Nine  Carriers  that  such  appli¬ 
cations  Include  a  representation  of 
whether  or  not  the  application,  if 
granted,  would  have  any  of  the  conse¬ 
quences  set  forth  in  $  312.9(a)  (2)  (i), 
(ii),  (ill),  (It),  or  (v)  of  the  rule.  The 
representation  shall  be  accompanied  with 
a  succinct  explanation.  For  purposes  of 
(ii)  (ill),  (iv),  or  (v)  of  the  rule.  The 
(ii) ,  we  also  accept  the  suggestion  of  the 
Nine  Carriers  to  incorporate  the  screen¬ 
ing  standards  into  the  §  312.7  definition 
of  “substantially  greater  or  less  service.” 

The  Nine  Carriers  also  propose  that  for 
nonhearing  cases  (i.e.,  primarily  cases 
falling  under  §  312.9(a)  (2)  of  the  rule)  a 
30-day  period  be  afforded  for  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  the  environmental  evaluation 
report,  If  one  is  required.  We  reject  this 
proposal.  As  revised  herewith,  the  infor¬ 
mation  called  for  in  this  report  is  not 
burdensome,  and  much  of  it  is  required 
in  any  event  to  provide  input  for  the 
screening  standards.  We  see  no  reason 
that  the  environmental  information 
should  not  be  submitted  along  with  all 
other  data  sybmitted  by  the  applicant  to 
justify  the  specific  relief  sought  by  the 
application,  in  those  few  instances  in 
which  an  environmental  evaluation  is 
likely  to  be  required  under  §  312.9(a)  (2) 
of  the  rule. 

Finally,  we  also  reject  the  Nine  Car¬ 
riers’  proposal  to  require  an  environ¬ 
mental  evaluation  only  where  the  pro¬ 
posed  Board  action  would  result  in  serv¬ 
ice  changes  on  an  annual  basis.  Seasonal 
service  change  can  also  have  a  material 
impact  on  the  quality  of  the  environ¬ 
ment,  and  we  perceive  no  valid  reason  for 
granting  such  a  blanket  exclusion  of  en¬ 
vironmental  considerations  in  cases 
where  less  than  full  service  on  an  annual 
basis  is  involved. 

3.  Environmental  Assessment.  The 
basic  data  supplied  in  the  substantially 
simplified  environmental  evaluation  re¬ 
port  will  not  usually  be  sufficient  to  per¬ 
mit  the  preparation  of  adequate  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statements  or  detailed 
negative  declarations,  and  may  not  be 
sufficient  in  some  instances  to  render  a 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  40,  NO.  165— MONDAY,  AUGUST  25,  1975 


37188 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


soundly  based  environmental  rejection. 
It  is  therefore  necessary  that  the  respon¬ 
sible  official  have  the  opportunity  to  ob¬ 
tain  further  relevant  environmental 
information  from  applicants  and  others. 
This  opportunity  is  provided  by  the  “en¬ 
vironmental  assessment"  report  §  312.14 
<b>  of  the  rule. 

Since  the  particular  environmental 
problems  and  the  information  available 
to  the  responsible  official  from  other 
sources  will  vary  from  case  to  case,  we 
will  retain  in  the  rule  the  responsible 
official’s  discretion  to  request  “such  rele¬ 
vant  and  material  information”  as  is  nec¬ 
essary,  and  reject  the  Nine  Carriers’  sug¬ 
gestion  that  would,  in  effect,  eliminate 
that  discretion  by  substituting  the  specif¬ 
ic  itemization  of  the  originally  proposed 
environmental  evaluation  report  for  the 
environment  assessment.*  Some  exam¬ 
ples  of  data  that  might  be  required, 
drawn  from  the  experience  of  the  past 
year,  include  information  on  such  mat¬ 
ters  as  the  local  ambient  air  pollution 
and  noise  levels;  the  history  of  environ¬ 
mental  complaints,  litigation  or  con¬ 
certed  civic  action;  levels  of  peak  hour/ 
day  operations  and  VFR/EFR  capability; 
airside  and  landside  airport  congestion; 
local,  regional,  or  state  plans  and  regu¬ 
lations  concerning  airport  expansion; 
satellite  airports,  noise  abatement,  or 
pollution  control;  indirect  environmental 
effects  of  new  service,  particularly  at  re¬ 
sort  or  rural  areas ;  long-range  estimates 
of  levels  of  operations  and  traffic;  pos¬ 
sible  capacity  shifting  and  Impact  at 
other  points;  alternatives  to  the  pro¬ 
posal;  ways  to  avoid  any  adverse  envi¬ 
ronmental  effects;  need  for  new  facilities 
to  support  the  proposed  action;  and  pos¬ 
sible  effect  of  new  services  upon  health 
and  welfare.  These  examples  are  merely 
illustrative  of  the  wide  range  of  prob¬ 
lems  which  might  arise  in  connection 
with  any  particular  proceeding,  but  they 
are  sufficient  to  demonstrate  the  need 
for  an  environmental  assessment  report 
tailored  to  the  specific  proceeding. 

On  reconsideration,  we  have  deter¬ 
mined  not  to  make  final  the  last  sentence 
of  S  312.14(b)  of  the  proposed  rule.  This 
would  generally  require  us  to  follow  the 
procedures  governing  the  preparation  of 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  when 
a  detailed  Negative  Declaration  is  issued. 
We  have  determined  that  this  provision 
is  unduly  restrictive.  For  example,  al¬ 
though  it  Is  anticipated  that  in  some 
situations  a  detailed  treatment  will  not 
be  warranted  for  all  the  NEPA  issues 
listed  in  §  312.14(c),  the  terms  of  this 
sentence  would  seem  to  preclude  the 
preparation  of  a  Negative  Declaration 
addressed  only  to  a  particular  issue,  since 
an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  re¬ 
quires  discussion  of  all  statutory  points. 
To  retain  flexibility  and  avoid  unproduc¬ 
tive  procedures,  the  last  sentence  of 
§  312.14(b)  is  eliminated. 

Finally,  we  are  making  several  minor 
changes  of  an  editorial  or  clarifying  na¬ 


ture.  The  S  312.7(d)  definition  of  “envi¬ 
ronmental  assessment"  is  amended  to 
bring  it  into  conformity  with  §  312.14(b) , 
which  provides  for  requests  for  assess¬ 
ments  prior  to  the  preparation  of  any 
type  of  environmental  document,  includ¬ 
ing  a  negative  declaration  or  rejection, 
and  not  just  an  environmental  impact 
statement.  Section  312.13  (footnote)  is 
amended  to  clarify  that  the  “additional 
relevant  and  material  data”  which  the 
responsible  official  may  request  prior  to 
making  his  initial  determination  is  au¬ 
thorized  pursuant  to  §  312.14(b).  And 
§  312.14(b)  is  amended  to  make  explicit 
the  responsible  official’s  authority  to  re¬ 
quire  the  filing  of  an  environmental  eval¬ 
uation  where  none  was  previously  filed, 
regardless  of  whether  an  environmental 
evaluation  is  or  is  not  called  for  by 
§  312.9  of  the  rule. 

4.  Hearing  Procedures.  The  Nine  Car¬ 
riers  question  the  language  of  the  last 
sentence  of  proposed  §  312.17(b),  claim¬ 
ing  that  it  would  allow  parties  to  reopen 
or  belatedly  raise  in  the  environmental 
phase  of  a  proceeding  questions  which 
property  belong  in  the  economic  phase. 
This  is  not  correct.  The  last  sentence, 
providing  that  “nothing  In  this  part 
shall  be  deemed  to  limit  environmental 
issues  to  those  described  in  section  102 
(2) (C)  of  NEPA”  (emphasis  supplied), 
simply  recognizes  the  Board’s  mandate 
to  consider  environmental  issues  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  public  interest  standards  of 
section  102  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act 
of  1958“  This  mandate  is,  as  we  view  it, 
in  addition  to  the  Board’s  specific  re¬ 
sponsibilities  under  NEPA.  As  a  matter 
of  procedure,  we  provide  that  all  environ¬ 
mental  considerations,  whether  arising 
under  NEPA  or  under  the  broader  public 
interest  standards  of  section  102  of  the 
Act,  should  be  pursued  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  phase  of  a  proceeding,  if  there 
is  one.  Nothing  in  S  312.17  permits  the 
consideration  of  Issues  unrelated  to  the 
environment  in  the  environmental 
hearing. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  agree  with  the 
Nine  Carriers’  suggestion  that  proposed 
S  312.17  may  be  overly  broad  in  its  grant 
of  participation  rights  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  hearing,  since  as  written  it  per¬ 
mits  a  party  to  sit  back  and  wait  until 
the  environmental  hearing  to  make  its 
objections  known.  It  does  not  seem  un¬ 
duly  burdensome — and  is  fairer  to  all 
concerned — to  require,  as  a  prerequisite 
to  participation  in  the  environmental 
phase  of  a  proceeding,  that  all  parties 
and  intervenors  make  their  views  known 
in  their  comments  to  the  draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement. 

The  Nine  Carriers  would  also  limit  par¬ 
ticipation  to  those  disagreeing  with  the 
ultimate  conclusion  of  the  final  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement.  We  believe 
that  this  is  entirely  too  restrictive  and 
would  be  inimical  to  the  development 
of  a  useful  record  on  the  environmental 
issues.  Overall,  we  expect  that  adherence 
to  the  Board’s  Rules  of  Practice  and  to 


»  Of  course,  such  items  oould  appropriately  - 

be  Included  In  the  responsible  official's  re-  “  The  Palisades  Citizens  Association  v. 
quest  for  an  environmental  assessment.  OA.B  ,  420F.2d  188  (C.A.D.C.  1969). 
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customary  hearing  procedures  under  the 
coptrol  of  the  Administrative  Law  Judge 
assigned  to  a  proceeding  will  accord  all 
commenting  parties  a  reasonable  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  their  views  known  and 
will  allow  for  the  development  of  a  more 
meaningful  record.  Of  course,  under  the 
revised  rule,  no  person  will  be  precluded 
from  presenting  a  written  statement  on 
the  environmental  issues  prior  to  the 
close  of  the  hearing,  as  provided  for  in 
Rule  14  of  the  Board’s  rules  of  procedure 
(14CFR  302.14). 

5.  Data  Bank.  A  number  of  comments 
pertain  to  the  data  bank  we  had  hoped 
to  establish,  and  to  the  standards  re¬ 
garding  aircraft  noise  characteristics, 
engine  emissions,  etc.  of  proposed  Ap¬ 
pendix  I  of  the  rule.  The  Nine  Carriers 
assert  that  establishment  of  a  data  bank 
of  adequate  size  and  sophistication  is  not 
economically  feasible,  or  even  desirable 
in  light  of  the  availability  of  the  screen¬ 
ing  standards  discussed  previously,  and 
that  the  proposed  Appendix  I  is  not  in 
any  event  such  a  data  bank.  The  Nine 
Carriers  and  other  commenting  parties, 
including  Pratt  &  Whitney  Aircraft,  AV- 
CO  Lycoming,  Aerospaoe  Industries  As¬ 
sociation,  and  the  EPA,  point  out  various 
deficiencies  In  Appendix  I,  and  refer  to 
the  fact  that  emissions  and  noise  data 
are  constantly  in  the  process  of  being 
upgraded  and  updated. 

The  Board  continues  to  believe  that 
the  concept  of  a  data  bank,  from  which 
Information  could  be  readily  obtained  on 
significant  facts  used  repetitively  in  the 
preparation  of  environmental  studies,  is 
essentially  meritorious,  and  that  the  goal 
of  establishing  such  a  data  bank  should 
not  be  abandoned.  Nevertheless,  we  are 
persuaded  by  the  comments  that  the  ta¬ 
bles  contained  in  Appendix  I  do  not  con¬ 
stitute,  as  the  Nine  Carriers  point  out,  a 
useable  data  bank;  that  some  of  the 
factual  information  therein  is  either  in¬ 
complete,  erroneous,  or  obsolete;  that  the 
data  is  subject  to  continuing  updating 
and  upgrading;  and  that  other  parts  are 
not  useful  for  meaningful  noise  or  pol¬ 
lutant  Impact  analysis.  Accordingly,  we 
believe  that  Appendix  I  as  presently  con¬ 
stituted  should  be  eliminated  in  its 
entirety. 

In  lieu  of  the  data  contained  in  the 
proposed  Appendix  I,  the  Board  will  ex¬ 
pect  applicants  and  others  to  use  the  best 
updated  emissions  factors  and  noise  data 
available  from  any  reliable  source,  in¬ 
cluding  the  EPA,  FAA/DOT,  manufac¬ 
turers,  and  others.  While  we  agree  with 
EPA  that  updated  data  should  be  used, 
we  see  no  valid  reason  to  limit  data  to 
that  available  from  EPA  only. 

6.  Other  Matters,  (a)  The  Nine  Car¬ 
riers  recommend  that  the  proposed  sec¬ 
tion  312.10(b)(4),  which  provides  for  a 
review  of  secondary  or  indirect  effects 
generated  through  the  implementation 
of  a  Board  action,  be  modified  to  take 
account  of  the  EPA’s  determination  in 
its  “indirect  source”  regulation*  that 
airport  construction  or  modification 


■40  C.F.R.  62.22(b)  (2)  (ill). 
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projects  need  not  be  reviewed  under  the 
Clean  Air  Act  where  the  resultant  change 
in  operations  is  expected  to  be  an  in¬ 
crease  of  less  than  50,000  aircraft  opera¬ 
tions  (i.e.,  25,000  LTO’s),  or  passengers 
by  less  than  1.6  million  annually.  We 
recognize  that  the  EPA  threshold  has 
been  cited  previously  in  a  number  of 
Board  proceedings  with  respect  to  the 
analysis  of  secondary  effects  of  increased 
services .*  It  may  well  be  a  useful  yard¬ 
stick  in  Board  cases  if  correctly  applied, 
notwithstanding  that  the  EPA  rule  is  in¬ 
tended  -to  apply  to  airport  construction 
or  modification  projects  rather  than  to 
air  carrier  schedule  changes.”  However, 
the  status  of  the  EPA  “indirect  sources’* 
regulation  is  unclear  at  this  time,  having 
been  temporarily  suspended  by  that 
agency,  and  we  believe  it  inappropriate 
to  incorporate  the  EPA’s  standard 
directly  into  the  rule  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances. 

(b)  The  Nine  Carriers  also  suggest 
that  S  312.14(e)  be  amended  to  require 
service  of  comments  to  draft  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statements  on  all  formal 
parties  to  a  proceeding.  We  will  not  im¬ 
pose  such  a  requirement,  since  it  may 
often  be  unduly  burdensome,  particularly 
to  Individuals,  citizens’  groups,  and  local 
government  entities,*  and  could  well  dis¬ 
courage  the  submission  of  comments.  In 
any  event,  it  is  unnecessary.  Under  CEQ 
Guidelines  and  this  rule  all  comments 
must  be  appended  to  any  final  state¬ 
ment  in  a  proceeding,  which  is  then 
served  upon  an  parties  at  least  15  days 
before  the  environmental  hearing.  Since 
there  is  no  provision  for  “reply  com¬ 
ments,"  we  believe  this  procedure  will 
provide  adequate  notice  to  aU  parties. 

(c)  We  do  agree,  however,  that  the 
time  period  for  action  following  submis¬ 
sion  of  a  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  should  begin  to  run  when  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  draft’s  availability  is 
first  made  in  the  Federal  Register,  either 
by  the  Board  or  the  Connell  on  Environ¬ 
mental  Quality  (CEQ) ,  and  have  revised 
§  312.16  accordingly.  The  legality,  as  the 
Nine  Carriers  note,  comes  from  the  pub¬ 
lication  and  does  not  depend  on  which 
agency  files  the  announcement. 

(d)  We  see  no  need  to  modify  §  312.9 
(a)  (2)  (iv) ,  as  suggested  by  EPA,  in  order 
to  add  areas  adjacent  to  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  so  forth  as  a  separate 
category  of  points  requiring  an  environ¬ 
mental  evaluation  in  conjunction  with 
first  or  additional  service.  Our  definition 
of  “point"  in  §  312.7  already  encompasses 
a  10 -mile  radius  surrounding  the  airport 


“See,  e.g..  Final  Statement  of  Environ¬ 
ment  Assessment  (dated  October  IS,  1974)  In 
the  Transatlantic  Route  Proceeding,  Docket 
25908,  at  14-16. 

27  In  this  connection,  we  note  that  the 
EPA’s  threshold  pertains  to  Increased  activity 
In  the  stated  amounts  (60,000  operations  or 
1.6  million  passengers)  within  ten  gears  of 
the  construction  or  modification.  The  Nine 
Carriers’  suggested  change  to  S  312.10(b)  (4) 
does  not  recognize  this  time  factor. 

28  For  example,  the  Transatlantic  Route 
Proceeding,  Docket  26908,  has  upwards  of  140 
parties. 


or  place  in  question.  In  any  event,  all  ap¬ 
plications  for  new  certificate  authority 
will  require  the  filing  of  an  environ¬ 
mental  evaluation  report.  We  shall 
modify  §  312.9(a)  (2)  (iv)  in  one  respect, 
however,  by  adding  “national  recreation 
area”  and  “national  seashore"  as  sepa¬ 
rate  categories.  We  believe  this  change 
will  help  avoid  any  potential  for  confu¬ 
sion  which  might  otherwise  result  from  a 
too-literal  reading  of  this  provision. 

(e)  The  comments  of  Maryland’s  De¬ 
partment  of  State  Planning  recommend 
the  use  of  appropriate  State  and  regional 
clearinghouses  for  the  distribution  of 
draft  environmental  impact  statements, 
rather  than  direct  distribution  to  state 
and  local  governments.  Our  rule  already 
provides  for  distribution  to  clearing¬ 
houses,  5  312.14(d).  Additional  distribu¬ 
tion  to  state  and  local  agencies  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  simply  to  ensure  satisfaction  of 
the  service  requirements  of  formal  Board 
proceedings  which  are  subject  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act.  As  suggested, 
we  have  provided  that  state  clearing¬ 
houses  be  served  with  15  copies  and  area¬ 
wide  clearinghouses  with  5  copies  of  all 
draft  statements.  We  have  also  modified 
5  312.14(d)  to  clarify  the  usual  distribu¬ 
tion  requirements. 

(f )  We  will  not  adopt  the  suggestion  of 
the  National  Newspaper  Association, 
which  would  require  paid  advertisements 
in  the  “public  notice”  columns  of  local 
newspapers  for  notices  by  the  responsible 
official  that  an  environmental  Impact 
statement  will  be  prepared  in  a  particu¬ 
lar  case  (5  312.13(c)).  We  believe  that 
the  rule  adequately  provides  for  public 
notice  through  distribution  of  news  re¬ 
leases.  notification  of  the  parties,  the 
EPA,  and  the  CEQ.  However,  we  are  mod¬ 
ifying  5  312.13(c)  to  provide  for  notice  in 
the  Federal  Register  as  well. 

(g)  The  Nine  Carriers  suggest  a  re¬ 
vision  of  the  footnote  to  5  312.6  which 
would,  in  effect,  create  a  presumption  in 
402  cases  that  the  existence  of  an  air 
transport  agreement  signifies,  compli¬ 
ance  with  NEPA.  We  find  no  warrant  for 
such  a  presumption,  and  will  according¬ 
ly  retain  the  existing  language,  which 
simply  provides  that  section  402  proceed¬ 
ings  need  not  duplicate  earlier  compli¬ 
ance  with  NEPA  by  the  Department  of 
State  incident  to  execution  of  an  air 
transport  agreement  for  the  same  route 
rights. 

(h)  Finally,  we  are  making  several  ad¬ 
ditional  changes  in  the  proposed  rule,  es¬ 
sentially  of  a  technical,  editorial,  or  clar¬ 
ifying  nature.  First,  we  amend  5  312.13  to 
clarify  the  responsible  official’s  duties 
with  respect  to  Initial  review  of  applica¬ 
tions  for  environmental  impact.  In  sum, 
the  intent  of  the  revisions  is  to  make  it 
clear  that  all  applications  are  subject  to 
initial  review  for  environmental  impact, 
but  that  formal  determinations  (e.g.,  en¬ 
vironmental  rejections,  negative  declara¬ 
tions,  or  notices  that  an  environmental 
impact  statement  will  be  prepared)  are 
required  only  with  respect  to  applications 
which  must  be  accompanied  by  environ¬ 
mental  evaluations  pursuant  to  5  312.9, 
or  under  certain  other  conditions  such 


as  an  order  of  the  Board  or  when  envi¬ 
ronmental  objections  or  comments  are 
filed  in  reply  to  an  application.  The  offi¬ 
cial  may,  of  course,  prepare  a  formal  ini¬ 
tial  determination  in  any  other  instance 
at  his  descretion.  Secondly,  we  are  also 
amending  5  312.13(a)  to  provide  that  a 
summary  environmental  rejection  may 
encompass  several  unrelated  applica¬ 
tions.  This  change  will  reduce  the  admin¬ 
istrative  burden  upon  the  responsible 
official. 

Third,  we  are  adding  specific  provisions 
in  §§  312.14(f)  and  312.17(a)  allowing  a 
final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
to  incorporate  the  draft  statement  by  ref¬ 
erence,  in  whole  or  in  part.  This  change 
will  codify  prior  practice,  is  designed  to 
reduce  the  workload  of  the  Board’s  staff, 
conserve  paper  and  printing  costs,  and 
reduce  the  delay  inherent  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  procedures.  Fourth,  5  312.8(c)  (3) 
is  amended  to  provide  that  the  environ¬ 
mental  coordinator’s  duties  Include 
guidance  in  the  preparation  and  process¬ 
ing  of  other  environmental  documents 
as  well  as  impact  statements.  And  finally, 
55  312.7(d),  312.7(f),  312.7(i)  (3) ,  312.8 
(c)(1),  312.9(b),  312.10(a)(4)  and 

312.10(b)(4)  are  amended  by  the  sub¬ 
stitution  of  more  precise  language. 

7.  Proceedings  in  Progress.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  those  proceedings  already  in 
progress,  the  Board  recognizes  that  it 
often  may  not  be  possible  to  comply  fully 
with  the  prescribed  procedures.  More¬ 
over,  it  is  our  view  that,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  the  public  interest  in  fair,  effi¬ 
cient  and  timely  administration  of  the 
Board’s  regulatory  activities  will  be  best 
served  by  the  prospective  application  of 
these  rules,  without  adverse  impact  on 
the  substantive  consideration  of  environ¬ 
mental  concerns  inasmuch  as  §  399.110  of 
the  Board’s  Policy  Statements  has  up  to 
this  time  provided  adequate  procedural 
and  policy  guidance  in  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  NEPA.  We  therefore  revise  5  312.4 
(e)  to  reflect  this  view,  by  permitting 
proceedings  in  progress  to  be  governed 
by  the  practices  and  procedures  of  the 
former  5  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Policy 
Statements.  This  does  not  preclude,  of 
course,  the  application  of  this  part  where 
desirable  and  feasible  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  any  particular  case  in  the  view 
of  the  Board,  the  Administrative  Law 
Judge  assigned  to  a  case,  or  the  respon¬ 
sible  official,  as  appropriate.  <3601100  312.4 
(e)  has  also  been  revised  to  allow  re¬ 
quests  for  environmental  data  in  pend¬ 
ing  proceedings  to  be  made  either  by  the 
Board,  the  Administrative  Law  Judge,  or 
the  responsible  official,  as  appropriate  in 
the  particular  case. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the 
Board  hereby  enacts  Part  312  of  the 
Economic  Regulations  (14  CFR  Part  312) 
as  set  forth  below,  effective  September  24, 
1975. 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal!  Edwin  Z.  Holland, 

Secretary. 

Subpart  A — General  Provisions 

Sec. 

312.1  Purpose. 

312.2  Scope. 
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312.3  Authority. 

312.4  Policy. 

312.5  Interpretations. 

312.6  Waivers  or  exemptions. 

Subpart  B — Definitions 

312.7  Definitions. 

Subpart  C — Designation  of  Responsible  Officials 

3 1 2 .8  Designation  of  responsible  officials. 

Subpart  D — Identification  of  Major  Federal 
Actions  Significantly  Affecting  the  Environment 

312.9  Actions  with  a  potential  effect  on  the 

environment. 

312.10  Actions  significantly  affecting  the 

human  environment. 

Subpart  E — Environmental  Procedures 

312.11  General. 

312.12  Filing  of  environmental  evaluations 

by  applicants. 

312.13  Initial  determination  with  respect  to 

environmental  impact. 

312.14  Preparation  of  environmental  Impact 

statements. 

312.15  Public  hearings  in  preparation  of  en¬ 

vironmental  impact  statements, 
negative  declarations  or  rejections. 

312.16  Time  limitations  on  use  of  environ¬ 

mental  Impact  statements. 

Subpart  F — Final  Determinations 

312.17  Hearing  Procedures. 

312.18  Intti&l.  recommended,  and  final  deci¬ 

sions. 

Subpart  6— Miscellaneous  Provisions 

312.19  Required  lists. 

312.20  Costs  of  materials  distributed  to  the 

public. 

Authority:  Sections  204  and  1001  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  72 
Stat.  743  and  788,  49  U.S.C.  1324  and  1481; 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969,  83  Stat.  852  et  seq.,  42  U.S.C.  4321  et 
seq.;  and  Executive  Order  11514. 

Subpart  A — General  Provisions 
§  312.1  Purpose. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  (83  Stat.  852,  hereinafter 
called  NEPA)  authorizes  and  directs 
that,  to  the  fullest  extent  possible,  the 
policies,  regulations,  and  public  laws  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  interpreted 
and  administered  in  accordance  with  the 
policies  for  the  protection  and  enhance¬ 
ment  of  the  environment  set  forth  in 
NEPA,  thus  establishing  national  policy, 
goals  and  procedures  for  protecting  and 
enhancing  the  environment. 

(a)  This  statute  governs  all  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  and  requires 
positive  orientation  of  all  existing  ad¬ 
ministrative  policies  to  support  the  new 
mandate.  It  requires  that  an  explicit 
analysis  of  the  environmental  conse¬ 
quences  of  proposed  “major  Federal  ac¬ 
tions”  which  significantly  affect  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment  shall 
be  made  and  publicly  commented  upon 
prior  to  agency  decision  and  that  this 
detailed  environmental  statement  shall 
accompany  the  proposals  for  actions 
through  the  existing  agency  review'  and 
decision  processes.  This  environmental 
statement  is  to  include  an  analysis  of  the 
physical,  social  and  aesthetic  dimensions 
of  the  environmental  efforts  to  avoid  or 
lessen  adverse  environmental  conse¬ 


quences  by  means  of  modified  approaches 
or  alternatives. 

(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  regulation 
to  establish  orderly  environmental 
clearance  processes  within  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  (CAB  or  Board)  and 
to  provide  guidance  in  the  preparation 
and  utilization  of  environmental  state¬ 
ments  and  comments. 

§312.2  Scope. 

(a)  This  regulation  applies  to  all 
“Federal  actions”  as  defined  in  §  312.7. 
However,  this  regulation  shall  not  apply 
to  permits  of  Canadian  air  carriers  au¬ 
thorizing  casual,  occasional,  and  infre¬ 
quent  flights  with  small  aircraft  across 
the  Canada-United  States  border  or  the 
Canada -Alaska  border. 

(b)  Officials  designated  by  the  Board 
as  set  forth  in  §  312.8  are  responsible  for 
assuring  that  decisions  on  all  actions 
falling  within  the  scope  of  these  regula¬ 
tions  are  made  in  compliance  with  NEPA 
and  for  establishing  procedures  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  requirements  of  this  regu¬ 
lation. 

§  312.3  Authority. 

(a)  NEPA  establishes  a  broad  national 
policy  to  promote  efforts  to  improve  the 
relationship  between  man  and  his  en¬ 
vironment  and  provides  for  the  creation 
of  a  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  to  oversee  implementation  of  the 
policy.  NEPA  sets  out  certain  policies  and 
goals  concerning  the  environment  and 
requires  that,  to  the  fullest  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  the  policies,  regulations  and  public 
lawrs  of  the  United  States  shall  be  inter¬ 
preted  and  administered  in  accordance 
with  those  policies  and  goals. 

(b) (1)  Section  102(2)  (C)  of  NEPA 
requires  that  all  agencies  of  the  Federal 
government  include  in  every  major  Fed¬ 
eral  action  significantly  affecting  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment  a  de¬ 
tailed  statement  on  the  environmental 
impact  of  such  action.  (2)  Prior  to  mak¬ 
ing  detailed  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ments,  the  Board  is  adjured  to  consult 
with  and  obtain  the  comments  of  any 
Federal  agency  which  has  jurisdiction  by 
law  or  special  expertise  with  respect  to 
any  environmental  impact  involved,  a 
course  with  the  Board  will  follow. 

(c)  Guidelines  from  CEQ,  dated  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1973,  38  FR  20550,  set  forth  pro¬ 
cedures  which  must  be  followed  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  implementing  NEPA,  in¬ 
cluding  consultation  with  the  agencies 
listed  in  Appendices  II  and  HI  of  such 
guidelines. 

(d)  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  A-95  details  the  requirements 
for  State  and  local  review  of  environ¬ 
mental  statements  required  by  section 
102(2)  (C)  of  NEPA. 

(e)  Executive  Order  11514,  35  FR  4247, 
orders  all  Federal  agencies  to  initiate 
procedures  needed  to  direct  their  poli¬ 
cies,  plans  and  programs  so  as  to  meet 
national  environmental  goals. 

(f)  Section  204(a)  of  the  Act  author¬ 
izes  the  Board  to  establish  such  rules, 
regulations  and  procedures  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  exercise  of  its  functions  and 


are  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  the 
Act. 

§  312.4  Policy. 

(a)  General.  It  is  the  policy  of  the 
Board  to  implement  NEPA  and  related 
executive  branch  guidance  documents  on 
the  environment  as  fully  as  statutory  au¬ 
thority  permits  and  to  orient  the  Board’s 
administrative  policies  under  the  Act 
toward  the  broad  national  goal  of  pre¬ 
serving  and  enhancing  the  environment. 
In  this  goal,  environmental  quality  fac¬ 
tors  are  to  be  considered  in  the  decision¬ 
making  process  at  the  earliest  possible 
time.  Adverse  environmental  effects 
should  be  avoided  or  minimized,  and  en¬ 
vironmental  quality  previously  lost 
should  be  restored  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible. 

(b)  Implementation.  The  implementa¬ 
tion  of  tills  policy  shall  consist  of  an 
environmental  review  of  all  major  ac¬ 
tions  determined  by  this  agency  to  poten¬ 
tially  affect  the  environment.  Environ¬ 
mental  statements  shall  be  prepared  on 
all  major  Federal  actions  significantly 
affecting  the  environment  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  NEPA.  The  policies 
and  goals  set  forth  in  NEPA  are  supple¬ 
mentary  to  those  set  forth  in  the  exist¬ 
ing  authorization  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board.  The  Board  shall  interpret  the 
provisions  of  NEPA  as  supplemental  to 
its  existing  authority  and  as  a  mandate. 
It  will  view  traditional  policies  and  mis¬ 
sions  in  the  light  of  national  environ¬ 
mental  objectives. 

(c)  Other  statutes.  To  the  extent  pos¬ 
sible  statements  of  findings  concerning 
environmental  impacts  required  by  other 
statutes  such  as  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966  (16  U.S.C.  470, 
et  seq.),  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
preparation  of  environmental  Impact 
statements  to  yield  a  single  document. 

(d)  Public  notice  and  availability.  The 
Board  will  insure  timely  public  informa¬ 
tion  and  understanding  of  its  actions 
which  may  have  a  significant  environ¬ 
mental  impact  in  order  to  obtain  the 
views  of  interested  parties.  A  list  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  actions  for  which  environ¬ 
mental  statements  are  being  prepared 
and  negative  declarations  filed  will  be 
maintained  by  the  Board  in  its  Public 
Reference  Room.  This  list  will  be  made 
available  for  public  inspection  and  sub¬ 
mitted  to  CEQ  for  publication. 

(e)  Proceedings  in  progress.  (1)  Pro¬ 
ceedings  in  progress  at  the  effective  date 
of  this  part  (those  in  which  an  applica¬ 
tion  has  been  docketed)  may  continue  to 
be  governed  by  the  procedures  set  forth 
in  former  5  399.110  of  the  Board’s  Policy 
Statements.  (2)  Nothing  in  paragraph 
(e)(1),  of  this  section,  shall  be  deemed 
to  relieve  any  person  or  party  from  com¬ 
plying  with  any  Board  order,  ruling  of 
the  Administrative  Law  Judge  assigned 
to  a  proceeding,  or  request  by  the  rele¬ 
vant  responsible  official,  directing  the 
submission  of  environmental  Impact 
data  in  any  proceeding  in  progress. 

§  312.5  Interpretations. 

Written  interpretations  with  respect 
to  the  meaning  of  the  regulations  in  this 
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Part  will  be  rendered  only  by  the  Board’s 
Environmental  Coordinator.  However, 
unless  specifically  authoriaed  by  the 
Board  in  writing,  no  such  interpretation 
and  no  oral  interpretation  will  be  recog¬ 
nized  as  binding  upon  the  Board. 

§  312.6  Waivers  or  exemptions. 

The  Board  may,  upon  application  of 
any  interested  person  or  upon  its  own 
initiative,  grant  such  waivers  or  exemp¬ 
tions  from  the  regulations  of  this  Part 
as  it  determines  are  authorized  by  law 
and  are  otherwise  in  the  public  interest.1 
Among  other  cases,  the  Board,  or  staff 
members  to  whom  authority  to  act  on  the 
particular  request  has  been  delegated  by 
Part  385  of  this  chapter,  may  waive  the 
requirement  that  an  environmental  eval¬ 
uation  accompany  a  request  if  it  is  found 
in  writing,  first,  that  the  proposed  Fed¬ 
eral  action  is  not  “major,"  within  the 
meaning  of  NEPA,  and.  second,  that  re¬ 
quiring  the  submission  of  a  written  en¬ 
vironmental  evaluation  is  impractical 
because  of  time  limitations  and  would 
lead  to  delay  having  the  effect  of  deny¬ 
ing  the  relief  requested.  Such  staff  de¬ 
cisions  are  subject  to  review  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  Subpart  C  of 
Part  385  of  this  chapter. 

Subpart  B— Definitions 
§  312.7  Definitions. 

As  used  in  this  part: 

(a)  “Act”  means  the  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958  as  amended. 

(b)  “Application"  includes  an  appli¬ 
cation.  petition,  motion,  contract  or 
agreement  filed  under  Subpart  P  of  Part 
302  of  this  subchapter,  or  other  formal 
request  for  relief,  but  does  not  include 
the  filing  of  a  tariff  under  section  403 
of  the  Act  and  Part  221  of  this  chapter 
or  a  registration  statement  under  Part 
298. 

(c)  “Environmental  evaluation”  is  a 
report  to  accompany  each  application  as 
provided  in  $  312.12  consisting  of  matter 
relating  to  the  potential  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  action.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  report  and  any  responses 
thereto,  together  with  the  Board’s  own 
Information,  is  to  determine  whether  an 
environmental  Impact  statement  should 
be  prepared. 

(d)  “Environmental  assessment”  is  in¬ 
formation  to  be  provided  to  the  Board  as 
set  forth  in  §  312.14(b)  in  those  Instances 
where  an  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  or  other  environmental  document 
may  be  prepared. 

(e)  “Environmental  impact”  is  any  al¬ 
teration  of  environmental  conditions  or 
creation  of  a  new  set  of  environmental 
conditions,  adverse  or  beneficial,  caused 
or  induced  by  the  action  or  set  of  actions 
under  consideration. 

i  Unless  otherwise  directed,  a  $  402  pro¬ 
ceeding  for  the  same  route  right  or  rights 
described  in  a  duly  executed  air  transport 
agreement  with  the  United  States  need  not 
duplicate  the  earlier  compliance  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  with  the  National  En¬ 
vironmental  Policy  Act  Incident  to  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  such  agreement. 


(f>  “Environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment”  is  a  complete  and  fully  compre¬ 
hensive  environmental  analysis  including 
format  review  by  other  Federal,  State 
and  local  agencies  as  prescribed  by  sec¬ 
tion  102(2)  (C)  of  NEPA.  The  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement  is  comprised 
of  two  stages,  draft  and  final. 

(g)  “Environmental  negative  declara¬ 
tion”  is  a  written  determination  by  the 
responsible  official,  after  review  of  the 
applicant’s  environmental  evaluation, 
any  response  thereto,  and  other  avail¬ 
able  information,  that  an  environmental 
impadt  statement  is  not  necessary.  The 
declaration  will  set  forth  the  reasons  for 
the  conclusion  reached. 

(h)  “Environmental  rejection”  is  a 
summary  letter  rejecting  the  presence  of 
environmental  issues  in  any  matter  in 
which  such  contentions  are  of  an  incon¬ 
sequential  or  frivolous  nature  or  the  Fed¬ 
eral  action  is  not  “major.” 

(i)  “Federal  actions”  includes  the  en¬ 
tire  range  of  activity  undertaken  by  the 
Board.  Actions  include: 

(1)  Licensing  proceedings; 

(2)  Mergers,  acquisitions,  and  control 
proceedings; 

(3)  Ratemaking  proceedings  other 
than  suspension  orders; 

(4)  Contract  or  agreement  approvals; 

(5)  Rulemaking; 

(6)  Legislative  proposals. 

( j )  “Major  Federal  action”  is  any  Fed¬ 
eral  action  which  requires  the  substantial 
commitment  of  resources  or  triggers  such 
a  substantial  commitment  by  another. 

(k)  “NEPA”  means  the  National  En¬ 
vironmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

(l)  “Point”  means  any  airport  or  place 
within  the  United  States  or  a  Territory 
or  possession  of  the  United  States  where 
aircraft  may  be  landed  or  taken  off,  in¬ 
cluding  the  area  within  a  10-mile  radius 
of  such  airport  or  place. 

(m)  “Significantly  affecting  the  en¬ 
vironment”  means  a  determination  tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration: 

( 1 )  The  extent  to  which  the  action  will 
cause  adverse  environmental  affects  in 
excess  of  those  created  by  existing  uses 
in  the  area  affected  by  it;  and 

(2)  The  absolute  quantitative  adverse 
environmental  effects  of  the  action  it¬ 
self,  Including  the  cumulative  harm  that 
results  from  its  contribution  to  existing 
adverse  conditions  or  uses  in  the  af¬ 
fected  area. 

(n)  “Staff”  means  the  responsible  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Board  referred  to  in  f  312.8. 

(o)  “Substantially  greater  or  less  serv¬ 
ice”  means  an  Increase  In  the  number 
of  flights  at  a  point  which  is  of  such  mag¬ 
nitude  as  to  require  further  study  under 
the  screening  standards  set  forth  in  Ap¬ 
pendix  I  hereto,  and  a  decrease  which  is 
substantial  judged  by  the  number  and 
kind  of  other  flights  at  the  point  and  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  change 
judged  by  the  standards  of  S  312.10. 

Subpart  C — Designation  of  Responsible 
Officials 

§  312.8  Designation  of  responsible  of¬ 
ficials. 

(a)  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Eco¬ 
nomics  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 


Operating  Rights,  or  their  designees,  are 
assigned  the  responsibility  of  preparing 
environmental  impact  statements  and 
related  documents  and  taking  other  ac¬ 
tions  in  connection  therewith,  as  set  forth 
in  this  part.  Other  staff  of  the  Board  may 
be  assigned  these  responsibilities,  as 
appropriate. 

(b)  Any  other  official  of  the  Board  who 
has  been  delegated  authority  to  take  ac¬ 
tion  for  the  Board  pursuant  to  Part  385 
of  the  Board’s  Organization  Regulations 
is  assigned  the  responsibility  of  prepar¬ 
ing  environmental  impact  statements  and 
related  documents  and  taking  environ¬ 
mental  actions  in  connection  therewith 
with  respect  to  such  delegated  matters. 

(c)  The  Board’s  Environmental  Co¬ 
ordinator  shall  be  the  liaison  official  for 
the  Board  with  the  Council  on  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Quality,  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  the  other  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  concerning  environ¬ 
mental  matters.  Duties  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Coordinator  include: 

(1)  Responsibility  to  insure  that  Board 
actions  with  respect  to  the  fulfillment  of 
NEPA  are  coordinated. 

(2)  Provision  for  procedural  and  sub¬ 
stantive  training  on  environmental  issues, 
policy,  procedures,  and  requirements. 

(3)  Provision  of  guidance  in  the  prep¬ 
aration  and  processing  of  environmental 
impact  statements  and  other  environ¬ 
mental  documents. 

(4)  Participation  in  policy  formulation, 
as  necessary,  in  the  application  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  NEPA. 

(5)  Provision  of  written  interpretations 
of  the  meaning  of  the  regulations  in  this 
Part. 

(6)  Preparation  of  an  annual  report  for 
submission  to  CEQ  consisting  of  a  review 
of  the  year’s  activities  in  carrying  out  the 
Board’s  responsibilities  under  NEPA. 

(7)  Preparation  of  a  quarterly  list  of 
all  negative  declarations  and  environ¬ 
mental  Impact  statements  for  submission 
to  CEQ. 

Subpart  D — Identification  of  Major  Fed¬ 
eral  Actions  Significantly  Affecting  the 

Environment 

§  312.9  Actions  with  a  potential  effect 
on  the  environment. 

(a)  The  following  are  the  types  of 
Federal  actions  which  require  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  an  environmental  evaluation : 

(1)  Licensing  proceedings  under  sec¬ 
tions  401  or  402  of  the  Act. 

(2)  Proceedings  involving  agreements 
filed  under  section  412,  merger  or  other 
proceedings  under  section  408,  exemp¬ 
tion  proceedings  under  sections  101(3) 
or  416(b),  and  rate  proceedings  insti¬ 
tuted  by  the  Board  under  section  1002 
of  the  Act,  but  only  where  they  may 
demonstrably  result. 

(i)  In  the  authorization  of  service  to 
a  point  not  previously  served  by  air 
transportation; 

(ii)  In  substantially  greater  or  less 
service  or  traffic  in  a  market  or  to  a 
point; 

(iii)  In  first  or  additional  service  to  a 
point  by  helicopter,  V/STOL  aircraft 
or  supersonic  aircraft  or  in  the  elimina¬ 
tion  or  reduction  of  such  service; 
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(iv)  In  first  or  additional  service  to  a 
point  within  which  is  located,  in  whole 
or  part,  a  national  park,  national  his¬ 
toric  park,  national  military  park,  na¬ 
tional  recreation  area,  national  seashore 
or  national  monument  (excluding  the 
Statue  of  Liberty  or  any  national  monu¬ 
ment  located  within  a  city  limits)  or  in 
the  limitation  or  reduction  of  such  serv¬ 
ice:  or 

(v)  In  any  change  in  service,  the  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  of  which  is  likely 
to  be  highly  controversial. 

(3»  Rulemaking  and  legislative  pro¬ 
posals  which,  if  adopted,  might  result 
in  changes  in  service  as  described  in  par¬ 
agraphs  (a)  (2)  (i> ,  (ii>,  (iii>,  (iv)  or  (v) 
of  this  section. 

(4)  Other  actions  which  require  the 
substantial  commitment  of  resources  or 
trigger  such  a  substantial  commitment 
by  another  as  determined  by  the  Board 
to  possibly  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  quality  of  the  environment. 

<b)  Environmental  evaluations  are  re¬ 
quired  even  though  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statements  will  not  normally  be  pre¬ 
pared  in  connection  with  certain  types  of 
Board  actions  delineated  in  paragraph 

(a) ,  of  this  section.  In  particular,  impact 
statements  will  not  normally  be  pre¬ 
pared  even  though  evaluations  have  been 
filed  in  connection  with  temporary  sus¬ 
pensions  under  section  401  (j)  of  the  Act, 
emergency  or  temporary  exemptions  un¬ 
der  sections  101(3)  or  416(b)  of  the  Act, 
rate  proceedings  involving  suspensions 
under  sections  1002  (g)  or  (j)  of  the  Act, 
interim  approval  of  agreements  under 
section  412,  other  like  proceedings  where 
time  is  of  the  essence,  or  actions  taken 
under  delegated  authority. 

§  312.10  Action*  significantly  affecting 
the  human  environment. 

(a)  Actions  significantly  affecting  the 
human  environment  are  not  limited  to, 
but  include  actions  which  would: 

(1)  Lead  to  a  significant  increase  in 
air  pollution; 

(2)  Lead  to  a  significant  increase  in 
the  ambient  noise  level  for  a  substantial 
number  of  people; 

(3)  Destroy  or  significantly  derogate 
from  an  important  recreation  area; 

(4)  Have  a  significant  effect  upon 
areas  of  historical,  cultural,  educational, 
or  scientific  importance: 

(5)  Have  significantly  adverse  aes¬ 
thetic  or  visual  effect;  or 

(6)  Have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the 
safety  of  the  community. 

(b)  In  determining  if  an  action  is  a 
major  Federal  action  significantly  affect¬ 
ing  the  environment  the  Board  will  con¬ 
sider  the  following: 

(1)  Actions  which  have  become  en¬ 
vironmentally  controversial; 

(2)  Actions  or  a  complex  of  actions 
which  are  individually  limited  but  cu¬ 
mulatively  have  an  environmental  im¬ 
pact; 

(3)  Actions  which  have  both  beneficial 
environmental  effects  and  detrimental 
effects  even  if  it  is  believed  that  on  bal¬ 
ance  the  effect  will  be  beneficial; 

(4)  Secondary  or  indirect  effects  gen¬ 
erated  through  the  implementation  of  a 


Board  action  through  private  associated 
investments  and  changed  patterns  of  so¬ 
cial  and  economic  activity;  and 

(5)  Actions  that  would  have  little  im¬ 
pact  in  an  urban  area  but  may  have  a 
significant  impact  in  a  rural  setting  or 
vice  versa. 

Subpart  E — Environmental  Procedures 
§  312.11  General. 

The  purpose  of  an  environmental  re¬ 
view  procedures  established  by  these  reg¬ 
ulations  is  to  determine  whether.a  pro¬ 
posed  Board  action  is  a  major  Federal 
action  significantly  affecting  the  quality 
of  the  human  environment. 

§  312.12  Filing  of  environmental  eval¬ 
uations  by  applicants. 

<a)  Except  where  a  waiver  or  exemp¬ 
tion  has  been  granted  under  §  312.6, 
every  person  filing  an  application  falling 
within  the  scope  of  5  312.9(a)(1)  shall 
attach  to  such  application  an  environ¬ 
mental  evaluation,  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Except  where  a  waiver  or  exemp¬ 
tion  has  been  granted  under  §  312.6, 
every  person  filing  an  application  falling 
within  the  scope  of  §  312.9(a)  (2)  shall 
include  in  such  application  a  represen¬ 
tation  of  whether  or  not  the  application, 
if  granted,  would  have  any  of  the  results 
set  forth  in  §§  312.9(a)  (2)  (i) ,  (ii),  (iii), 
(iv) ,  or  (v) ,  along  with  an  explanation. 
If  grant  of  such  application  would  pro¬ 
duce  any  of  those  results,  the  applicant 
shall  attach  to  such  application  an  en¬ 
vironmental  evaluation,  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(c)  An  environmental  evaluation  shall 
contain : 

(1)  A  description  of  the  existing  serv¬ 
ice  affected  by  the  application  and  of  the 
proposed  service,  should  the  application 
be  granted,  to  include: 

(1)  The  number  of  existing  flights  and 
the  number  of  flights  which  would  be 
increased  or  decreased  in  each  specified 
market; 

(ii)  The  time  of  arrival  and  departure 
of  the  flights;  * 

(iii)  The  type  of  aircraft  used  or  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  used; 

(iv)  The  block  hours  per  flight;  and 

(v)  The  projected  use  of  any  aircraft 
to  be  released  by  the  proposed  action. 

(2)  A  profile  of  the  airport(s)  used  or 
proposed  to  be  used,  to  include: 

(i)  Average  daily  scheduled  air  carrier 
operations,  by  aircraft  type,  peak  season 
and  off-peak  season; 

(ii)  Ratio  of  day /night  operations; 

(iii)  Percent  of  4-engine  low-bypass- 
ratio  operations; 

(iv)  Percent  of  short-range  (less  than 
1000  miles)  operations;  and 

(v)  Overall  acreage  of  the  airport(s) . 

(3)  A  description  of  any  irreversible 
and  irretrievable  commitments  of  re¬ 
sources  which  would  be  involved  in  the 
proposed  action  should  it  be  imple- 
_  \ 

•At  a  minimum,  It  shall  be  Indicated 
whether  the  times  of  departure  and  arrival 
are  during  the  day  (0700-2200  hours)  or  the 
night  (2200-0700  hours),  and  during  peak  or 
off-peak  hours,  for  each  affected  airport. 


mented,  including  but  not  limited  to  any 
additional  fuel  usage. 

(4)  A  forecast  of  the  net  number  of 
additional  annual  passengers  expected 
to  be  carried  if  the  proposed  action  is 
implemented. 

(5)  The  Noise  Screening  Test  and 
Pollutants  Screening  Test,  set  forth  in 
Appendix  I  to  this  part. 

§  312.13  Initial  determination  with  re¬ 
spect  to  environmental  impart. 

After  any  application  is  filed  and  ap¬ 
propriate  responses  have  been  made  the 
responsible  official,  after  consideration 
of  such  filings  and  other  available  data," 
shall  make  an  initial  determination  with 
respect  to  environmental  impact.  For 
applications  which  must  be  accompanied 
by  an  environmental  evaluation,  or  when 
directed  by  order  of  the  Board,  or  when 
environmental  objections  or  comments 
have  been  filed  in  response  to  an  appli¬ 
cation,  or  otherwise  at  the  discretion  of 
the  responsible  official,  he  shall  proceed 
as  follows. 

(a)  Environmental  rejection.  If  he 
finds  that  the  Federal  action  contem¬ 
plated  is  not  “major”  in  character,  with¬ 
in  the  meaning  of  NEPA,  or  that  the 
resulting  environmental  consequences 
are  inconsequential,  frivolous  or  not  cog¬ 
nizable  under  law,  he  shall  send  a  sum¬ 
mary  letter  to  the  party  raising  the  ob¬ 
jection  or,  if  there  is  none,  issue  a 
summary  notice  stating  his  finding.  A 
summary  notice  may  encompass  several 
unrelated  applications.  The  letter  or 
notice  shall  be  termed  an  environmental 
rejection. 

(b)  Environmental  negative  declara¬ 
tion.  It  the  responsible  official  finds  that 
although  an  environmental  rejection  is 
not  called  for,  nevertheless  an  environ¬ 
mental  Impact  statement  Is  not  neces¬ 
sary,  he  shall  prepare  an  environmental 
negative  declaration  stating  those  facts 
and  the  reasons  for  reaching  such  con¬ 
clusions.  Hie  declaration  shall  also  set 
forth  a  description  of  the  proposed  action 
and  a  summary  description  of  its  prob¬ 
able  environmental  impacts.  In  addition, 
if  it  has  been  identified  in  §  312.9  as  an 
action  normally  having  a  potential  effect 
on  the  environment,  or  it  is  similar  to  ac¬ 
tions  for  which  a  significant  number  of 
environmental  impact  statements  have 
been  prepared,  or  if  the  action  has  previ¬ 
ously  been  included  in  the  list  of  pro¬ 
ceedings  for  which  environmental  impact 
statements  are  being  prepared,  or  if  the 
proposed  action  has  been  the  subject  of 
a  request  by  CEQ  for  the  preparation  of 
an  environmental  impact  statement,  the 
negative  declaration  shall  discuss  and 
explain  the  applicable  circumstances. 

(c)  Environmental  impact  statements. 
If  the  responsible  official  believes  that 
the  proposed  action  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  result  in  a  major  Federal  ac¬ 
tion  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of 
the  human  environment  based  on  the 


•  The  responsible  official  may  request,  pur¬ 
suant  to  {312.14(b),  such  additional  rele¬ 
vant  and  material  data  from  the  applicants 
or  others  as  he  deems  necessary  for  his  Ini¬ 
tial  determination,  and  all  such  persons  shall 
comply  therewith. 
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standards  of  S§  312.9  and  312.10  he  shall 
notify  the  parties,  the  public  (through 
appropriate  news  releases,  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  inolusion  on  a  list 
in  the  Public  Reference  Room) ,  and  the 
EPA  and  CEQ  (through  the  periodic  sub¬ 
mission  of  lists),  that  an  environmental 
impact  statement  will  be  prepared  in  the 
particular  matter. 

§  312.14  Preparation  of  environmental 
impact  statements. 

(a)  General.  Upon  a  determination 
that  a  proposed  action  may  have  a  sig¬ 
nificant  effect  upon  the  environment,  the 
staff  will  undertake  to  prepare  an  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  statement.  The  impact 
statement  is  normally  comprised  of  two 
stages:  draft  and  final.  The  draft  state¬ 
ment  must  satisfy  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible,  at  the  time  the  draft  is  prepared, 
the  requirements  established  for  final 
statements  by  section  102(2)  (C)  of 
NEPA.  Each  draft  and  final  environ¬ 
mental  statement  will  be  accompanied  by 
a  summary  sheet  in  the  form  set  forth  in 
Appendix  n.  An  environmental  impact 
statement  shall  be  prepared  early  enough 
to  be  part  of  the  decision-making  proc¬ 
ess  on  the  proposed  action  to  which  it 
relates. 

(b)  Environmental  assessments.  Prior 
to  the  preparation  of  a  draft  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement,  negative  dec¬ 
laration  or  rejection,  an  applicant  or 
other  person  may  be  required  to  supply 
additional  Information  in  the  form  of  an 
environmental  assessment,  or  an  envi¬ 
ronmental  evaluation  if  none  was  pre¬ 
viously  filed.  The  environmental  assess¬ 
ment  will  contain  such  relevant  and  ma¬ 
terial  information  ay  the  responsible 
official  shall  deem  necessary  and  will  con¬ 
tain  sufficient  information  to  enable  the 
responsible  official  to  begin  preparation 
of  a  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  After  receipt  of  an  environmental 
assessment,  the  responsible  official  may 
revise  his  judgment  that  an  impact  state¬ 
ment  is  required  and,  in  lieu  thereof, 
may  prepare  an  environmental  negative 
declaration.  In  such  circumstances,  the 
responsible  official  may  conclude  never¬ 
theless  that  the  unusual  complexity  or 
controversial  nature  of  the  case  requires 
that  the  negative  declaration  should  be 
circulated  for  comment  as  would  an  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statement. 

(c)  Draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ments.  In  preparing  draft  environmental 
Impact  statements  the  staff  shall  take 
into  account  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  40 
CFR  1500.7-1500.8  (39  FR  20552-3). 
Draft  statements  shall  set  forth  in  de¬ 
tail:  (1)  The  environmental  Impact  of 
the  proposed  or  contemplated  action;  (2) 
any  adverse  environmental  effects  which 
cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposed 
or  contemplated  action  be  implemented; 

(3)  alternatives  to  the  proposed  or  con¬ 
templated  action;  (4)  the  relationship 
between  local  short-term  uses  of  man’s 
environment  and  the  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  long-term  productivity; 
and  (5)  any  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitments  of  resources  which  would 
be  Involved  in  the  proposed  or  contem¬ 
plated  action  should  it  be  implemented. 


In  some  cases  draft  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statements  may  be  prepared  by  pri¬ 
vate  consultants.  In  all  cases  the  Board 
will  make  its  own  evaluation  of  the  en¬ 
vironmental  issues  and  take  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  scope  and  content  of  draft 
and  final  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ments. 

(d)  Filing  and  distribution  of  draft  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statements.  As  soon 
as  they  have  been  prepared,  draft  envi¬ 
ronmental  Impact  statements  shall  be 
filed  in  the  Docket  Section  of  the  Board 
and  distributed,  in  the  number  of  copies 
indicated,  as  follows: 

(1)  Administrative  Law  Judge  and  any 
party  to  or  Rule  14  participant  in  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  (1  oopy,  or  as  directed  by  the 
Administrative  Law  Judge) ; 

(2)  CEQ  (10  copies); 

(3)  EPA  (2  copies) ; 

(4)  Federal  agencies  that  have  special 
expertise  or  jurisdiction  by  law  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  environmental  impacts  in¬ 
volved  and  which  are  authorized  to  de¬ 
velop  and  enforce  relevant  environ¬ 
mental  standards  (see  Appendices  n  and 
m  to  40  CFR  Part  1500  (38  F.R.  20557- 
20562) )  (1  copy) ; 

(5)  Appropriate  State  and  local  agen¬ 
cies  authorized  to  develop  and  enforce 
relevant  environmental  standards  (1 
copy) ; 

(6)  Appropriate  clearinghouses,  in¬ 
cluding  State  (15  copies),  regional  (5 
copies),  and  metropolitan  (5  copies) ; 

(7)  Department  of  State,  where  the 
proposed  or  contemplated  action  will 
have  significant  international  environ¬ 
mental  effects  (1  copy) ;  and 

(8)  Any  other  person  having  requested 
a  copy  (1  copy). 

(e)  Requests  for  comments  on  draft 
statements.  Draft  statements  shall  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  or  include  a  request  for 
comments  on  the  proposed  action  and  on 
the  draft  statement,  normally  within 
forty-five  (45)  days  from  the  date  of 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
the  notice  of  availability  described  here¬ 
in,  through  submission  of  an  original  and 
nineteen  (19)  copies  of  such  comments 
addressed  to  the  Docket  Section,  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board,  Washington,  D.C, 
20428.  A  summary  notice  of  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  the  statement  and  an  opportunity 
to  comment  thereon  and  the  manner  of 
doing  so  will  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register,  together  with  a  statement  to 
the  effect  that  comments  so  received  will 
be  available  to  the  public.  News  releases 
will  also  be  provided  to  local  newspapers 
in  affected  areas  and  other  appropriate 
media  which  will  include  the  information 
contained  in  the  summary  notice. 

(D  Final  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ments.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
draft  statement,  the  staff  will  prepare  a 
final  environmental  Impact  statement  In 
accordance  with  the  requirements  for 
draft  statements.  To  the  extent  that  op¬ 
posing  professional  views  and  responsi¬ 
ble  opinion  on  the  environmental  effects 
of  the  proposed  or  contemplated  action 
have  not  been  discussed  In  the  draft 
statement  and  are  brought  to  attention 
through  the  commenting  process,  the  en¬ 
vironmental  effect  of  the  action  will  be 


reviewed  in  the  light  of  those  comments. 
In  such  case,  meaningful  reference  will 
be  made  in  the  final  statement  to  the 
existence  of  any  responsible  opposing 
view  not  discussed  In  the  draft  statement, 
indicating  the  response  to  the  issues 
raised.  All  substantive  comments  received 
on  the  draft  statement  (or  summaries 
thereof  where  response  has  been  excep¬ 
tionally  voluminous)  will  be  attached  to 
the  final  statement,  whether  or  not  each 
such  comment  Is  thought  to  merit  indi¬ 
vidual  discussion  in  the  text  of  the  state¬ 
ment.  Hie  final  statement  may  Incor¬ 
porate  the  draft  statement  by  reference, 
in  whole  or  in  part.  The  final  statement 
will  be  filed  and  distributed  in  the  same 
manner  as  specified  for  draft  statements 
to  those  who  submitted  substantive  com¬ 
ments  on  the  draft  statement,  except 
that  in  any  case  the  final  statement  will 
be  distributed  to  CEQ,  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  the  Administrative 
Law  Judge  and  any  parties  to  a  proceed¬ 
ing,  and  any  person  requesting  a  copy, 
subject  to  5  312.20.  The  final  impact 
statement  and  any  substantive  comments 
received  on  the  draft  statement  will  be 
considered  in  the  Board’s  review  and  de¬ 
cision-making  processes. 

§  312.15  Public  hearings  in  preparation 
of  environmental  impact  statements, 
negative  declarations  or  rejections. 

Public  hearings  will  not  normally  be 
held  for  the  formulation  of  documents 
reflecting  the  staff  position  on  an  envi¬ 
ronmental  determination  whether  of  a 
preliminary  or  final  nature.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  in  connection  with  pro¬ 
posed  actions  which  do  not  require 
notice  and  hearing  as  a  prerequisite  to 
decision  under  the  Act.  In  such  cases 
hearings  would  only  be  ordered  In  excep¬ 
tional  circumstances  where  the  proposal 
was  of  great  magnitude  (In  terms  of  cost, 
geography,  and/or  commitment) ,  or 
widespread  public  interest,  and  present¬ 
ing  complex  Issues  peculiarly  subject  to 
resolution  through  evidentiary  hearings 
and  the  process  of  cross  examination.  On 
the  other  hand,  hearings  on  proposed 
actions  which  are  required  under  the  Act 
in  any  event,  while  not  available  for  the 
formulation  of  an  environmental  Impact 
statement,  will  be  available  to  receive 
such  a  final  document  in  the  record  and 
for  the  exploration  of  Its  validity  and 
weight. 

§  312.16  Time  limitations  on  use  of  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statements. 

(a)  Subject  to  paragraph  (d)  of  this 
section  and  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  draft  environmental  impact 
statements  must  be  on  file  at  least  ninety 
(90)  days  prior  to  the  taking  of  any  final 
administrative  action  with  regard  to  the 
proposal.  The  period  begins  to  run  upon 
the  date  of  publication  of  the  announce¬ 
ment  in  the  Federal  Register. 

(b)  Subject  to  paragraph  (d)  of  this 
section  and  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable.  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement  shall  be  served  upon  the  CEQ 
and  other  appropriate  agencies  and  made 
available  to  the  public  at  least  thirty  (30) 
days  prior  to  any  final  administrative 
action  with  regard  to  the  proposal,  and 
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in  a  hearing  case,  at  least  fifteen  (15) 
days  before  that  portion  of  the  hearing 
related  to  the  impact  statement.  The 
thirty-day  period,  and  the  ninety-day 
period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section,  may  run  concurrently  to  the 
extent  that  they  overlap.  Exceptions  to 
the  thirty-  or  ninety-day  limits  are  per¬ 
mitted  only  under  unusual  circum¬ 
stances. 

(c)  Where  emergency  circumstances 
make  it  necessary  to  take  an  action  with 
significant  environmental  impact  with¬ 
out  observing  the  provisions  of  these 
guidelines  concerning  minimum  periods 
for  agency  review  and  advance  avail¬ 
ability  of  environmental  statements,  the 
Board  will  consult  with  CEQ  about  alter¬ 
native  arrangements. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  to  preclude  the  Board  in  any 
case,  or  the  Administrative  Law  Judge 
after  assignment  to  a  hearing  case,  from 
regulating  the  course  and  conduct  of  the 
proceedings  by  setting  procedural  dates 
different  from  those  provided  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  or  as  otherwise  required  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  orderly  and  expeditious  con¬ 
duct  of  the  proceeding.  If  a  hearing  is 
scheduled  to  begin  before  the  final  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  statement  has  been  on 
file  fifteen  (15)  days,  that  portion  of  the 
hearings  on  the  impact  statement,  if 
required,  must  be  scheduled  after  that 
date. 

Subpart  F — Final  Determinations 
§  312.17  Hearing  procedures. 

(a)  Subject  to  any  procedural  require¬ 
ments  imposed  by  the  Administrative 
Law  Judge  consistent  with  this  part,  in 
appropriate  hearing  cases  the  staff  shall 
submit  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement  for  the  record,  attaching  to 
the  statement  all  substantive  comments 
thereon  (or  summaries  thereof  where  the 
response  has  been  exceptionally  volumi¬ 
nous)  .  If  the  final  statement  incorporates 
the  draft  statement  by  reference,  both 
statements  shall  be  submitted  for  the 
reeord. 

(b)  Any  party  to  the  proceeding  which 
previously  submitted  comments  on  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement 
may  take  a  position,  offer  probative  evi¬ 
dence,  and  cross-examine  witnesses  of 
both  the  responsible  official  (with  respect 
to  the  preparation  of  the  statement)  and 
the  applicants  or  others  (with  respect  to 
the  matters  supplied  by  them  in  the  en¬ 
vironmental  assessments) ,  in  light  of  the 
final  environmental  impact  statement 
and  on  environmental  issues  within  the 
scope  of  the  proceeding.  Nothing  in  this 
part  shall  be  deemed  to  limit  environ¬ 
mental  issues  to  those  described  in  sec¬ 
tion  102(2)  (C)  of  NEPA. 

§  312.18  Initial,  recommended,  and 

final  decisions. 

(a)  Where  environmental  matters  are 
In  issue  in  a  proceeding,  the  initial  or 
recommended  decision  shall  make  all 
necessary  findings  and  conclusions  on 
such  issues.  The  initial  or  recommended 


I 

decision  may  include  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  which  affirm  or  modify  the  con¬ 
tent  of  a  final  environmental  impact 
statement.  To  the  extent  that  findings 
and  conclusions  different  from  those  in 
the  final  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  are  reached,  the  statement  will  be 
deemed  modified  to  that  extent,  and  the 
initial  or  recommended  decision  will  be 
distributed,  in  addition  to  its  other  dis¬ 
tributions,  as  provided  in  §  312.14. 

(b)  If  the  Board  in  a  final  decision 
reaches  conclusions  different  from  those 
contained  in  an  initial  or  recommended 
decision  with  respect  to  environmental 
issues,  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement  will  be  deemed  modified  to 
that  extent  and  will  be  distributed,  in 
addition  to  its  other  distributions,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  §  312.14. 

Subpart  G — Miscellaneous  Provisions 
§  312.19  Required  lists. 

(a)  Environmental  impact  statements 
in  preparation.  The  Public  Reference 
Room  will  maintain  a  list  of  proceedings 
in  which  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ments  are  being  prepared  and  make  the 
list  available  for  public  inspection.  The 
list  wrill  be  revised  and  brought  up  to  date 
every  three  (3)  months.  The  list  will 
be  forwarded  immediately  after  each 
revision  to  CEQ  for  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

(b)  Rejections,  negative  declarations, 
and  draft  or  final  environmental  impact 
statements.  The  Public  Reference  Room 
will  maintain  separate  lists  of  proceed¬ 
ings  in  which  environmental  rejections, 
negative  declarations,  and  draft  or  final 
environmental  impact  statements  have 
been  made  and  make  the  lists  available 
for  public  inspection.  The  lists  will  be  re¬ 
vised  and  brought  up  to  date  every  three 
(3)  months.  The  lists  wrill  be  forwarded 
immediately  after  each  revision  to  CEQ 
for  publication  in  the  Federal  Register. 

§  312.20  Coets  of  material*  distributed 
to  the  public. 

Copies  of  draft  and  final  environmental 
impact  statements,  negative  declarations, 
and  rejections  will  be  made  available  to 
the  public  upon  request  without  charge 
to  the  extent  practicable  or  at  a  fee  not 
exceeding  actual  reproduction  costs. 

Appendix  I 

A.  POLLUTANTS  SCREENING  TEST 

For  purposes  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board's  consideration  of  the  environmental 
effects  of  its  actions,  the  Board  and  all  par¬ 
ties  to  its  proceedings  may  rely  on  the  follow¬ 
ing  Pollutants  Screening  Test,  or  any  func¬ 
tional  equivalent  thereof,  to  determine  if 
further  study  is  required: 

1.  Pollutant  emission  screening  procedure. 
The  screening  technique  Includes  three  suc¬ 
cessive  tests  to  determine  whether  the  pro¬ 
posed  action  (changes  In  the  number  of 
flights  and/or  types  of  aircraft)  requires  an 
examination  of  the  effects  on  air  quality  In 
the  vicinity  of  the  airport. 

1.  If  the  proposed  action  would  not  in¬ 
crease  the  number  of  operations  by  any  air¬ 


craft  type  or  would  not  introduce  operations 
by  a  new  aircraft  type,  no  further  analysis 
is  required. 

2.  If  the  proposed  action  would  lead  to  a 
decrease  in  the  total  pollutant  emissions 
(this  may  occur  even  if  the  number  of  oper¬ 
ations  increase  provided  there  is  a  more 
favorable  fleet  mix)  then  no  further  analysis 
Is  required. 

3.  If  the  proposed  action  would  lead  to  an 
Increase  in  the  total  pollutant  emissions  but 
the  perceived  change  in  pollutant  concen¬ 
tration  at  the  airport  boundary  would  be 
less  than  1%  of  the  primary  national  stand¬ 
ards  for  air  quality,  then  no  further  analysis 
is  required. 

The  following  is  a  step  by  step  procedure 
to  provide  a  means  of  screening  the  signif¬ 
icance  of  the  effect  of  aircraft  operational 
changes  with  respect  to  air  pollution: 

Step  1 

Determine  the  net  change  in  operations  as 
a  result  of  the  action  by  aircraft  types  on 
the  basis  of  daily  landing/takeoff  cycles 
(LTO).  If  there  are  no  net  Increases  for  any 
aircraft  type,  the  analysis  is  terminated  at 
this  step.  This  corresponds  to  the  first  of 
the  three  tests  above. 

Step  2 

For  each  aircraft  type  determine  from 
Table  1  the  “adjusted  aircraft  emission  rate” 
( AAEM)  by  type  of  pollutant.  The  procedure 
Involves  the  multiplication  of  the  LTO  value 
for  each  type  of  aircraft  by  the  AAEM  pro¬ 
vided  In  the  table.  (Note:  the  value  can  be 
positive  or  negative  to  account  for  an  increase 
or  decrease  respectively  in  LTO  cycles  as  a 
result  of  the  action.) 

Step  3 

Calculate  the  total  AAEM  by  type  of  pol¬ 
lutant  by  summing  the  rates  calculated  in 
Step  3.  If  the  total  AAEM  is  negative  there 
would  be  a  net  decrease  in  pollutant  emis¬ 
sions  and  the  analysis  is  terminated  at  this 
step.  This  is  the  seeond  of  the  three  tests 
above. 

Step  4.  Determine  the  overall  acreage  of  the 
airport(s)  being  analyzed.  This  value  can 
be  determined  from  FAA  airport  facility  rec¬ 
ords  or  direct  contact  with  airport  manage¬ 
ment. 

Step  5.  Using  Chart  1,  test  airport  (for 
each  type  of  pollutant)  to  determine  if  the 
net  operational  changes  would  exceed  the 
screening  threshold  (and  require  further 
analysis)  or  fall  below  the  threshold  (and 
require  no  further  analysis) .  This  is  the  third 
of  the  three  tests. 

Example:  Planned  operating  changes:  Add 
1  flight  per  day  by  B747;  Add  3  flights  per 
day  by  DC-10-10;  Delete  4  flights  per  day  by 
B727;  Airport  Area  2,000  acres.  Consider 
NOx  emissions  only.  (Analysis  is  similar  for 
other  pollutants.) 


Aircraft  types 

LTO 

AAEM 

Total 

cycles 

(table  1) 

AAEM 

B747 . 

+1 

0.  M3 

0.663 

DC-10-IO . 

+3 

,4yy 

1.497 

B727 . . 

-4 

.164 

-.656 

Total . . 

+L604 

Enter  chart  1  for  airport  area  2,000  acres; 
threshold  level  is  6.  Calculated  change  in 
emissions  is  lees  than  threshold,  hence  de¬ 
tailed  analysis  is  not  required. 
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Tabmc  L— Adjusted  atrrraft  emission  rata  1  (/or  1  additional  dotty  LTO  cycle) 


Aircraft  type 


Engins  typ* 


A300B . 

.  CF6(2! 

B707/DC-8 . 

B707/DC-8 . 

. JT4AC 

. JT3D( 

4) . . 

41 

— 

B727-UXV200 . 

. IT8D( 

3) . 

B737/DC-9 . 

_ JT8D1 

B747-100/200 . 

BAC  l-ll . 

. . . JT9D(4) . 

. Spey(2) . 

— 

DC-10-10/30 . . 

DC- 10-40 . 

L-188 . 

.  CF8(3J . 

. JT9D(3) . 

...  A1  501-D13(4)  . 

CV-580 . 

L-ieii . 

.  A1  501-1)13(2) . 

.  RB-21K3) . 

Pollutant  types 

CO  HO  NO<  S.P. 


a  0045 

a  054 

0.332 

0.601 

.0113 

.448 

.253 

.053 

.0192 

.686 

.154 

.031 

.0049 

.044 

.164 

.008 

.0030 

.029 

.109 

.006 

.0178 

.192 

.663 

.037 

.0056 

.228 

.088 

.010 

.0008 

.082 

.499 

.002 

.0133 

.144 

.497 

.027 

.0016 

.050 

.046 

.031 

.0008 

.025 

.023 

.015 

.0149 

.427 

.295 

N.A. 

*  Rate  U  eiprossexl  as  grams  per  second  for  the  particular  pollutant  type  divided  by  1  percent  of  tlic  corresponding 
primary  National  standards  In  rnicrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

6atirCe:  Speas  Associates  analysis. 

CHART  I 

POLLUTANT  DETERMINATION  GRAPH 


UJ  i* 

5  oc- 


2 


2.  Procedures  to  use  if  threshold  is  ex¬ 
ceeded.  If  the  test  as  described  in  section  1 
shows  that  the  pollutant  concentrations  fall 
above  the  screening  threshold,  additional 
analyses  may  be  required.  These  should  take 
Into  account:  actual  airport  configuration 
Including  orientation  of  arrival  and  depar¬ 
ture  flight  tracks;  local  wind  and  atmospheric 
stability  data;  existing  (ambient)  air  qual¬ 
ity;  relative  sensitivity  of  affected  areas;  and 
actual  times  in  each  mode  of  LTO  cycle  for 
the  particular  airport. 

B.  NOISE  SCREENING  TEST 


For  purposes  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board's  consideration  of  the  environmental 
effects  of  Its  actions,  the  Board  and  all  par¬ 
ties  to  Its  proceedings  may  rely  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Noise  Screening  Methodology,  or  any 
functional  equivalent  thereof: 


Noise  Screening  Procedures 


Step  1.  Determine  (a)  the  total  number 
of  aircraft  operations  per  day  In  the  base 
period,  (b)  the  number  of  those  operations 
conducted  during  the  daytime  (0700-2200), 
and  (c)  the  number  of  those  operations  con¬ 
ducted  during  the  nighttime  (2200-0700). 

Step  2.  Determine  whether  the  percentage 
of  operations  by  four-engine  aircraft  with 
low-byp ass-ratlo  engines  (i.e.,  all  series  of 
the  B-707,  B-702,  DC-8,  CV -8 80/990,  VC-10) 
during  the  base  period  Is  (a)  less  than  5% 
of  total  operations;  (b)  between  6%  and  less 
than  10%  of  total  ooeratlons;  (c)  between 
10%  and  less  than  15%  of  total  operations; 
(d)  equal  to  or  greater  than  15%  of  total 
operations. 

Step  3.  Determine  whether  the  percentage 
of  operations  involving  short-haul  Sights  of 
1,000  miles  or  less  is  (a)  80%  or  greater;  (b) 
between  50%  and  less  than  80%;  (c)  below 
60%. 

Step  4.  Calculate  the  area  affected  by 
utilizing  the  following  formula: 


[10  log  N-16+C] 

15 

A  =  1.92  •  10 
-here 

A  =  area  affected 

total  number  of  aircraft  operations 
/V4  =  number  of  daytime  aircraft  operations  (9700-2200) 
N«= number  of  nighttime  aircraft  operations  (2200- 
0700) 

C=Ci+C!+C» 


Ci«10 


Wg+16.7  N, 

Nd  +  Nn 


]- 


4.2 


C:= 2.0  if  4 -engine  LBPR  aircraft  are  less  than  5 
percent  of  operations 

— — 1.0  If  4-engine  LBPR  aircraft  are  between  5 
percent  and  less  than  10  percent  of  operations 
—Oil  4-englne  LB  PR  aircraft  are  between  10  percent 
and  less  than  U  percent  of  operations 
■=05  If  4-englne  LBPR  aircraft  are  equal  to  or 
greater  than  IS  percent  of  operations 

Ci-—  1.0  If  80  percent  or  more  of  aircraft  operations 
have  a  range  of  1,009  miles  or  less 
—  — 0.S  U  between  50  percent  and  less  than  80  percent 
of  aircraft  operations  have  a  range  of  1,000 
miles  or  less 

=0  If  less  than  50percent  of  aircraft  operations  have 
a  range  of  1 ,009  miles  er  less 

Step  5.  Repeat  Steps  1  through  4,  using 
the  forecast-period  rather  than  the  base- 
perlod  data. 

Step  6.  Subtract  the  area  affected  in  the 
base  period  from  the  area  affected  In  the 
forecast  period,  and  express  the  difference  as 
a  percentage  of  the  area  affected  during  the 
base  period.  If  the  percentage  Is  less  than 
17%,  no  further  study  Is  required.  If  the 
percentage  exceeds  17  %  further  study  should 
be  undertaken. 

Notes:  1.  The  data  base  to  be  used  In 
Steps  1  through  6  may  conservatively  be 
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limited  to  scheduled  air  carrier  operations 
as  shown  In  the  Official  Airline  Guide  (using 
nonstop  arrivals  doubled),  without  adding 
operations  of  other  types  of  aircraft.  Inas¬ 
much  as  this  reduces  the  size  of  the  base  and 
thus  magnifies  the  percentage  impact  of  the 
new  operations  being  screened  for  environ¬ 
mental  significance.  If  the  percentage  differ¬ 
ence  is  less  than  17%  when  using  this  re¬ 
duced  base,  than  a  fortiori  no  further  study 
Is  required;  If  the  percentage  difference  Is 
17%  or  more  when  using  this  reduced  base, 
efforts  should  be  made  to  determine  the  com¬ 
plete  base  and  to  recalculate  the  impact  be¬ 
fore  concluding  that  further  study  is  re¬ 
quired. 

2.  Perform  calculations  with  the  maxi¬ 
mum  available  accuracy  and  round  off  only 
when  reporting.  This  process  avoids  error  as¬ 
sociated  with  rounding  off  during  calcula¬ 
tions. 

Appendix  II 

SUMMARY  TO  ACCOMPANY  DRAFT  AND  FINAL 
STATEMENTS 

Name  of  responsible  Federal  agency  (with 
name  of  operating  division  where  appropri¬ 
ate).  Name,  address,  and  telephone  number 
of  individual  at  the  agency  who  can  be  con¬ 
tacted  for  additional  Information  about  the 
proposed  action  of  the  statement. 

1.  Name  of  action  (Check  one)  (  )  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Action.  (  )  Legislative  action. 

2.  Brief  description  of  action  and  Its  pur¬ 
pose.  Indicate  what  States  (and  counties) 
particularly  affected,  and  what  other  pro¬ 
posed  Federal  actions  In  the  area.  If  any,  are 
discussed  In  the  statement. 

3.  Summary  of  environmental  Impacts  and 
adverse  environmental  effects. 

4.  Summary  of  major  alternatives  con¬ 
sidered. 

5.  (For  draft  statements)  List  all  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  and  other  parties 
from  which  comments  have  been  requested. 
(For  final  statements)  List  all  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies  and  other  parties  from 
which  written  comments  have  been  received. 

6.  Date  draft  statement  (and  final  en¬ 
vironmental  statement,  If  one  has  been  Is¬ 
sued)  made  available  to  the  Council  on  En¬ 
vironmental  Quality  and  the  public. 

Appendix  A — Memorandum 

To:  File  139639.  * 

From :  A.  S.  Harris. 

Subject:  Method  for  screening  airport  serv¬ 
ices  proposals  to  determine  whether  a  de¬ 
tailed  noise  analysis  need  be  undertaken. 
Date:  March  14,  1974. 

The  Civil  Aeronautios  Board  wishes  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  a  proposed  change  of  au¬ 
thority  will  result  In  adverse  environmental 
impacts  at  the  airports  to  be  served.  As  far 
as  noise  is  concerned,  the  adverse  Impact  is 
reckoned  In  terms  of  the  change  of  area  en¬ 
closed  by  the  NEF  40  contour  (or  an  equiv¬ 
alent  noise  exposure  Index  if  another  analy¬ 
sis  method  is  used ) ,  or  the  change  In  num¬ 
bers  of  people  living  within  that  contour. 
This  evaluation  requires  the  preparation  of 
contours  for  each  airport,  showing  a)  the 
contour  area  with  no  change  In  authority, 
and  b)  the  contour  area  after  a  change  of 
authority.  The  difference  between  the  areas 
and  populations  Impacted,  If  there  Is  any 
difference,  may  be  reviewed  to  determine 
whether  the  Impact  was  significant. 

Such  a  procedure  was  followed  In  the 
analysis  of  the  noise  Impact  In  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Airlines  'Hughes  Air  West  (Docket  26881) 
and  American  Alrllnes/Frontler  Airlines 
(Docket  26397)  applications.  The  analysis 


involved  studies  of  12  cities.  The  analysis 
method  was  the  Aircraft  Sound  Description 
System  (ASDS)  developed  by  the  FAA.  As 
detailed  In  these  applications,  the  change  in 
level  of  operations  ranged  from  a  decrease 
of  10  per  day  to  an  Increase  of  8  per  day.  In 
only  3  of  the  12  cities  was  there  a  discernible 
change  In  the  contour  areas;  all  others 
showed  no  change.  In  each  of  the  8  cities 
with  a  change,  the  difference  appeared  to  be 
a  quirk  of  the  analysis  method  rather  than 
a  change  In  substantive  impact.  Our  conclu¬ 
sion  was  that  In  all  cities  the  changes  of 
authority  would  result  In  no  adverse  environ¬ 
mental  impact. 

Because  the  preparation  of  contours  and 
the  comparison  of  Impacted  areas  Is  time- 
consuming  and  because  most  changes  of  au¬ 
thority  Involve  no  basic  change  in  fleet  mix 
and  few  flights  at  any  city,  we  believe  that 
we  should  develop  a  tool  that  would  allow  us 
to  review  proposed  changes  and  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  potential  adverse  Impact  ex¬ 
ists.  Such  a  screening  procedure  should 
separate  all  proposals  Into  two  groups.  The 
first  group  would  Include  all  proposals  that 
clearly  pose  no  adverse  Impact  and  thus  re¬ 
quire  no  detailed  analysis;  the  second  group 
would  Include  all  other  proposals,  which 
would  be  regarded  as  posing  a  potential  risk 
of  adverse  impact.  Applications  falling  Into 
the  second  group  would  require  detailed 
analysis. 

The  development  and  use  of  a  screening 
tool  requires  that  we  consider  carefully  both 
the  screening  method  and  the  dividing  line 
between  "clearly  no  Impact”  and  “potential 
impact”. 

METHOD 

In  studies  undertaken  for  the  Aviation  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission 1  we  have  developed  a 
model  for  determining  the  area  within  a 
Noise  Exposure  Forecast  noise  Impact  con¬ 
tour,  based  on  the  number  of  operations  at 
an  airport.  The  NEF  model  Includes  adjust¬ 
ments  to  account  for  the  ratio  of  daytime 
operations  to  nightime  operations,  the  per¬ 
centage  of  old  4-engine,  low-bypass-ratio  air¬ 
craft  (707,  DC-8),  the  percentage  of  short- 
range  to  long-range  operations,  and  the  fleet 
mix.  This  model  offers  a  reliable  approach  for 
preliminary  screening.*  The  general  model 
describes  the  relationship  between  contour 
area  and  airport  operations  as  follows :  * 

Area  of  Contour  =  A..  10 

\10  log  N+24—NEF+C  J 
15 

where  Ao  is  a  constant  related  to  fleet  mix 
and  NEF  contour,  N  Is  the  effective  number 
of  operations,  NEF  Is  the  oontour  value  and 
C  is  the  total  of  adjustments  for  day  vs. 
night,  4-engine  LB  PR  and  short  vs.  long-haul 
operations. 

For  estimation  of  the  NEF  40  contour  In 
1972,  the  model  has  the  following  formula: 


*  "Aircraft  Noise  Analysis  for  the  Existing 
Air  Carrier  System”,  Bolt  Beranek  and  New¬ 
man  Inc.  Report  No.  2218,  prepared  for  the 
Aviation  Advisory  Commission,  1  September 
1972. 

’In  the  AA/Frontler  and  AA/Hughes  Air- 
West  analyses,  we  Judged  the  16  minute 
ASDS  contour  roughly  equivalent  to  the  NEF 
40  contour.  The  area  calculated  by  the  NEF 
model  is  compared  with  the  area  calculated 
by  the  ASDS  method  at  the  end  of  this 
memorandum. 

1 A  full  description  of  the  model  appears  In 
Appendix  A  attached. 


[101og  W-16+C] 
15 


where 


Area  of  coutour=1.92.10 


C=Ci+Cz+Ci 

C,=  10  log 


N4+l&.7  Nn 
Nd+Nn 


number  of  operations  between  0700-2200 
A '•  =  number  of  operations  between  2200-0700 
C’»  -4-engine  LBPF  correction 

=  —2  if  4-engine  LBPF  <5  percent  of  operations 
— — 1  if  4-engine  LBPF  are  between  6  percent  and 
less  than  10  percent  of  operations 
=0if  4-enginc  LBPF  are  between  10  percent  and  less 
than  15  percent  of  operations 
=0.5  if  4-engine  LBPF  are  equal  to  or  greater  tlian 
15  percent  of  operations 
V  =  short-range  correction 

=—1.0  if  80  percent  of  aircraft  have  range  of  <1,000 
miles 

=  —0.5  if  50  percent  of  aircraft  have  range  of  <1,000 
miles 


CRITERION  FOR  CHANGE  OF  NOISE  IMPACT 

The  criterion  for  change  of  noise  Impact 
will  be  established  so  that  questionable  ap¬ 
plications  will  receive  detailed  analysis. 
Changes  resulting  In  a  reduction  of  impact 
are  obviously  beneficial  and  acceptable.  Work 
undertaken  by  the  EPA  ‘  Indicates  that  an 
increase  of  6  units  will  clearly  cause  com¬ 
plaints  and  that  an  Increase  of  the  order  of 
2  units  may  cause  complaints.  We  believe 
that  (1)  the  criterion  for  change  of  Impact 
should  be  at  a  level  such  that  detailed  anal¬ 
ysis  is  required  for  any  proposal  which  might 
possibly  cause  complaints,  (2)  that  there 
should  be  a  margin  of  safety,  including  cor¬ 
rections  for  flyover  duration  and  the  presence 
of  pure  tones,  and  (3)  a  1  unit  change  meets 
these  requirements. 

The  basic  NEF  equation  is : 

NEF  =  EPNL+ 10  log  {Ni»r  + 16.67  - 88 

where  EPNL  is  the  noisiness  of  an  aircraft 
event,  NnT  is  the  number  of  aircraft  opera¬ 
tions  during  the  daytime  (0700-2200),  Noicht 
is  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  during 
the  nighttime  (2200-4^700),  and  88  is  a  nor¬ 
malizing  constant. 

The  proposed  changes  in  authority,  pro¬ 
vided  no  changes  occur  in  the  flight  fleet, 
will  affect  only  the  effective  number  of  opera¬ 
tions.*  A  1  NEF  unit  change  results  from  a 
27%  change  in  operations,  and  corresponds 
to  a  17%  change  in  the  area  enclosed  within 
contours  in  the  NEF  30-40  range.  Any  change 
in  authority  resulting  in  an  area  reduction 
or  an  area  increase  less  than  17%  requires 
no  detailed  analysis.  Any  change  in  authority 
resulting  in  an  area  Increase  exceeding  17% 
aooording  to  the  model  estimate  requires  de¬ 
tailed  analysis. 

As  a  test  of  the  validity  of  this  procedure, 
we  applied  the  model  to  San  Diego,  one  of 
the  airports  studied  in  the  American  Air¬ 
lines/Hughes  AlrWest  route  exchange  appli¬ 
cation.  The  calculations  follow. 


4  Eldred,  K.  M.,  "Community  Noise,”  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  NTID  300.3, 
December  1971. 

•  Effective  number  of  operations  is  a 
weighted  sum  of  day  operations  taken  at 
actual  value  and  night  operations  at  18.67 
times  actual  value.  Thus,  300  day  operations 
and  80  night  operations  have  an  effective 
value  of  800  (300+ (SOX  16.67) ). 
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AfUdf$k  tfamDim 


1971 

1974  with 
change  of 
authority 

Day  Jet  operations — N < — 

213 

216 

Night  Jet  operations— Na _ 

S4 

84 

Total  ]et  operations 

...  946 

250 

Percentage  of  LBPR: 

4-englne  aircraft  In  fleet  er- 

26 

26 

Short  haul  «l,000milea).... 

...  <80 

<80 

212  +  (20  .  16.67) 

2U  -  4.2 


-1.0342 


C,  »  .5 


C,  “  -1 


-1.5342 


216  +  (20  .  16.67) 

- 23U - 


-4. 


-1.0689 


C0  *»  .5 


-1 

-1.5689 


Calculation  of  Area 


,  *  !  92  .  10  [10  loa  246+24  -  40  -  1.5342] 

15 

-  5.1087  sq.  ini. 

*  5.11  eq.  mi. 

[10loq250  +  24-40  -1.5689] 
A-  1.92  .  10  15 

■  5.1365  sq.  mi. 

*  5.14  sq.  mi. 


Change  in  Area  is  .03  sq.  miles 

%  Change  in  Area  «*  *  ,6i 

5.11 

Using  the  alternative  ASDS  method  used 
In  the  American  Airlines  analysis,  the  area 
Increase  was  estimated  to  be  .01  sq.  miles. 
The  areas  determined  by  the  two  methods 
should  not  be  expected  to  agree  exactly; 
nonetheless,  the  values  obtained  here  are 
quite  close  and  lead  to  the  same  Judgment: 
no  Impact. 

PREDICTING  THE  REDUCTION  IN  NOISE  EXPOSURE 
AROUND  AIRPORTS - INWROeUCTCON 

The  use  of  airport  noise  models  to  Identify 
areas  of  noise  exposure  around  airports  has 
become  an  accepted  tool  In  many  countries. 
These  models  generally  consider  the  noise 
characteristics  of  t*ie  various  types  of  air¬ 
craft  operating  at  the  airport.  Individual  run¬ 
way  and  flight  path  utilizations,  day/nlght 
operations,  and  the  total  number  of  each 
aircraft  type  operating  In  some  time  period, 
usually  a  24-hour  day.  The  effect  of  altered 
flight  procedures,  changes  In  alroraft  mix,  or 
the  Impact  of  a  new  runway  are  usefully 
evaluated,  for  planning  purposes  at  a  specific 
airport,  by  exercising  such  models. 

The  present  emphasis  on  means  for  reduc¬ 
ing  airport  noise  exposure  has  brought  forth 
many  proposals  for  changes  In  air  carrier 
fleet  composition  as  well  as  for  uniform  adop¬ 
tion  of  noise  abatement  flight  procedures. 
To  assess  the  Impact  of  these  proposals.  If 
applied  fleetwide  to  the  2000  Jet  aircraft  OS, 
system  at  all  airports  served  by  air  carrier 
operations,  would  Involve  analyzing  the  many 
aircraft  alternatives  at  more  than  600  air¬ 
ports.  It  would  be  highly  useful  to  have  a 
simplified  model  that  would  allow  planning 
analyses  of  alternate  fleet  configurations  to 
be  made  without  detailed  knowledge  of  oper¬ 
ations  at  each  airport.  We  describe  an  ap¬ 
proach  to  such  a  model. 

GENERALIZED  AIRPORT  MODEL 

The  first  step  In  the  analysis  consisted  of 
computing  NEF  contours  for  9  airports,  rang¬ 


ing  In  size  from  Indianapolis  (~300  opera¬ 
tions  per  day)  to  Chlcago-O’Hare  (~2000  op¬ 
erations  per  day) .  for  the  forecast  operations 
of  1985,  If  the  attrition  of  older  aircraft  and 
Introduction  of  current  design  aircraft  were 
allowed  to  take  place  In  a  normal  growth 
pattern.  The  areas  enclosed  by  NEF  contours 
from  30  to  45  were  then  plotted  on  a  semi- 
logarithmic  basis  as  shown  In  Figure  1.  The 
striking  similarity  In  the  slopes  of  area  as 
a  function  of  NEF  value,  Irrespective  of  the 
particular  runway  layouts  and  flight  path 
utilizations  at  the  Individual  airports,  sug¬ 
gested  that  a  simple  model  might  represent 
NEF  area  for  many  airports,  the  primary 
variation  between  airports  being  number  of 
operations. 

Many  airport  noise  models,  Including  NEF, 
assume  exposure  to  vary  as  10  log,,  of  the 
number  of  operations.  The  empirical  slope 
of  area  with  NEF  (at  least  from  NEF  30  to 
40)  shown  In  Figure  1  suggested  that  a  16 
log,,  (area)  relationship  might  be  assumed. 
Using  these  assumptions  a  forced  least 
squares  fit  of  area  and  NEF  produced  the 
following  relationship : 

10  log  N+24-NEF 
15 

Area  (sq  mi)  =A».  10 

where  N  Is  daily  operations  and  A .  an  arbi¬ 
trary  constant.  Comparing  this  equation 
with  the  actual  areas  for  the  9  airports, 
assuming  A,  equal  to  unity,  overpredicted 
NEF  by  15%,  with  a  standard  deviation  of 
21%,  and  NEF  40  by  2%,  with  a  standard 
deviation  of  18%.  The  value  of  AM  for  NEF  30 
Is  thus  chosen  as  0.86  and  that  for  NEF  40, 
A4IS,  as  0.98. 

Closer  examination  of  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  airports  revealed  that  the  most  de¬ 
viant  predictions  of  actual  area  from  the 
general  model  occurred  at  airports  having 
substantial  deviations  from  the  average  In 
three  quantities:  1)  ratio  of  day/nlght  op¬ 


erations,  2)  percent  of  4-engine  low  bypass 
fan  aircraft  (707,  DC-8),  3)  proportions  of 
short  range  to  long  range  operations.  Em¬ 
pirical  corrections  were  derived  for  these 
factors,  resulting  In  the  following  Improved 
model: 


10  log  N+24-NEF+  C 
15 


A=A\  (NEF)  10 

where 

A = area  in  square  miles 
Ai(NEF) =1.01  for  NEF  30  for  fleet  1 
=0.94  for  NEF  40  for  fleet  1 
JV=number  of  operations  in  24  hours 
NEF— NEF  value 
c=ci+ch-ci 


C,=  10  log 


ATd+  10.7  Nn 
Ni+Nn 


—4.2 


Ns = number  of  operations  between  0700-2200 
A^<i= number  of  operations  between  2200  0700 
C2=4-engine  LBPF  correction 
Ci=—  2  if  4-engine  LBPF  <5  percent  of  opera¬ 
tions 

**  —  1  If  4-englne  LBPF  are  between  5  percent 
and  less  than  10  percent  of  operations 
=0  If  4-englne  LBPF  are  between  10  percent 
and  less  than  15  peroent  ef  operations 
=0.5  If  4-engine  LBPF  are  equal  to  or  greater 
than  15  percent  of  operations 
Cs  =. short  range  coirecttoa 
=  —1.0  If  80  percent  of  aircraft  have  range  of 
<1,000  miles 

=  —0.5  If  50  peroent  of  aircraft  have  range  of 
<1,000  miles 

This  model  predicts  the  area  of  NEF  30 
with  a  standard  deviation  of  8%  and  the 
NEF  40  area  with  a  standard  deviation  of 
6%. 

SPECIALIZED  MODELS 

The  second  part  of  the  problem  Is  to  And 
a  mechanism  for  evaluating  the  effect  of 
operating  procedure  changes  (e.g.  noise 
abatement  takeoffs,  two-segment  ap¬ 
proaches)  and  aircraft  fleet  configuration 
changes.  The  relative  effect  of  many  possible 
combinations  oan  be  evaluated  simply  by 
assuming  a  single  runway  airport  having 
stralght-ln  and  straight-out  flight  paths. 
One  can  define  a  series  of  “base  case’’  con¬ 
ditions  as  that  made  up  of  various  mixes  of 
current  aircraft,  the  mixes  being  typical 
of  those  found  at  short  range,  long  range 
domestic,  International,  etc.,  airports. 

The  relative  effect  of  procedures,  engine 
changes,  new  aircraft,  or  any  other  set  of 
conditions,  can  be  calculated  by  determin¬ 
ing  the  ratios  of  specific  NEF  areas  of  the 
particular  assumed  case  to  the  appropriate 
NEF  areas  for  the  base  cases.  These  area 
ratios  may  then  be  used  as  multipliers  to 
the  appropriate  A  constants  In  the  preceding 
area  equations  to  estimate  the  area  change 
at  specific  airports.  We  have  used  this  ap¬ 
proach  to  evaluate  a  large  number  of  alter¬ 
nate  fleet  assumptions.  When  applied  to 
specific  airports  where  the  full  NEF  analysis 
has  also  been  performed,  the  simplified 
model  approach  predicts  the  areas  for  NEF 
30  and  40  contours  within  a  few  percent  of 
the  areas  determined  by  the  detailed 
analysis. 

APPLICATION  TO  A  NATIONAL  SYSTEM 

As  an  example  of  the  use  of  these  tech¬ 
niques  In  a  "global"  planning  problem,  we 
examined  the  simple  model  for  1985  applied 
to  all  US.  air  carrier  airports  having  more 
than  10  flights  per  day.  It  was  assumed  that 
operations  at  each  airport  would  be  from  a 
fleet  having  aircraft  types  proportioned  to 
the  relative  population  of  that  type  In  the 
total  US.  air  carrier  fleet  Inventory.  Area 
coefficients  were  derived  for  different  1985 
fleet  mixes,  operational  procedures,  and  for 
the  1972  fleet  as  presently  constituted.  The 
gross  assessment  of  these  effects  Is  provided 
In  Tables  I  and  IL 
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CONCLUSION 

A  model  Is  suggested  for  evaluating  the 
gross  effects  of  various  aircraft  fleet  opera¬ 
tions  on  airport  noise  exposure.  The  model 
Is  primarily  directed  at  assessing  policy  im¬ 
plications  and  not  for  detailed  planning  at 


specific  airports.  The  use  of  area  coefficients 
to  examine  alternate  fleet  configuration  ef¬ 
fects  at  specific  airports  may  be  used  for  In¬ 
dividual  airport  planning,  however.  If  an 
Initial  detailed  analysis  Is  made  for  a  “base 
case”  condition  at  that  airport. 


Table  1  .—Area  encompassed  bg  NEF  SO  U.S.  atr  carrier  airports  having  10  or  more  flights  per  dag 


Number  of  annual 
operations  (in  1,000's) 

Number  of 
airports 

NEF  30  area 
(square 

Total  NEF  80 
area  (square 
miles) 

Assumed 

airport 

area 

Total  airport  area 
(square 
miles) 

1972  1985 

1972 

1985 

miles) 

1972  1985 

0  to  50  . _ . 

148 

206 

6.2 

770 

1,070 

2 

296 

412 

61  to  100 . . 

22 

35 

10.8 

238 

378 

2 

44 

70 

101  to  150 . 

10 

11 

15.4 

154 

169 

3 

30 

33 

151  to  200 . .. . 

6 

8 

19.3 

116 

154 

3 

18 

24 

201  to  250 . 

2 

4 

22.6 

45 

91 

4 

8 

16 

251  to  300 . . 

3 

3 

25.8 

77 

77 

4 

12 

12 

301  to  350 . . . 

2 

2 

29.2 

'58 

58 

6 

10 

10 

351  to  400 _ _ 

1 

2 

31.9 

32 

64 

5 

5 

10 

401  to  450 . 

1 

2 

35.0 

35 

70 

7 

7 

14 

451  to  500 . . 

0 

1 

37.7  . 

38 

9 

9 

9 

501  to  550 . 

0 

1 

40.0  . 

40 

10 

10 

651  to  600 _ _ 

1 

0 

42.5 

43  ... 

10 

10 . 

Greater  than  600. . . 

1 

43  .0  . 

43 

10 

10 

Total . . 

196 

276 

1,668 

2,232  . 

440 

630 

Nora.— 1972  area:  Effect  of  fleet  composition  and  procedures  shows  1985  to  be  0.43  of  1972  area.  Thus  1,508 -r0.43=» 
3,860  mi2  total  NEF  30 area.  Area  outside  airports  is  3,650— 440=  3, 210  mi>. 


Table  II. — Effect  of  Various  Flirt 
Compositions  on  NEF  30  Areas 


1,  Area  coefficients  derived  from  single  run¬ 
way  tradeoff  analysis  relative  to  1985  base 
ease. 

Case: 

A — Nacelle  retrofit _ 0.  55 

B — Replace  707/  C-8  with  747, 
DC-10,  Is— 101 1,  retrofit  nacelle 

on  737,  737,  DC-9.— . 0.47 

C — Retrofit  with  new  front  fans.  0.  47 
D — Replace  all  earlier  aircraft 
with  747,  DC-10,  L-1011  and 
new  2  engine _ 0. 27 


E — Re-engine  with  “quiet”  en¬ 
gine  _ 0.05 

2.  1985  Area— Total  NEF  30 
Case: 

A— 2252  (0.66)  =  1240  sq.  mi. 

B— 2262  (0.47)  =1060  sq.  ml. 

C— 2282  (0.47)  =1060  sq.  ml. 

D— 2252  (0.27)=  610  sq.  mi. 

E— 2252  (0.05)=  113  sq.  ml. 

Note:  1985  airport  area  to  be  subtracted 
Is  630  sq.  mi. 


Appendix  B — An  Analysis  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Significance  of  Changes  in  Emis¬ 
sion  Resulting  From  Airline  Route  Pro¬ 
ceedings  Before  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board 

[August,  1974,  R.  Dixon  Speas  Associates, 
Inc.,  Revised  September  4, 1974] 

l.  Pollutant  Emission  Screening  Procedure 

The  screening  technique  Includes  three 
successive  tests  to  determine  whether  the 
proposed  action  (changes  In  the  number  of 


flights  and/or  types  of  aircraft)  requires  an 
examination  of  the  effects  on  air  quality  In 
the  vicinity  of  the  airport. 

1.  If  the  proposed  action  would  not  Increase 
the  numbers  of  operations  by  any  aircraft 
type  or  would  not  Introduce  operations  by 
a  new  aircraft  type,  no  further  analysis  Is 
required. 

2.  If  the  proposed  action  would  lead  to  a 
decrease  in  the  total  pollutant  emissions 
(this  may  oocur  even  If  the  numbers  of  op¬ 
erations  Increase  provided  there  Is  a  more 


favorable  fleet  mix)  then  no  further  analysis 
Is  required. 

3.  If  the  proposed  action  would  lead  to  an 
Increase  In  the  total  pollutant  emissions  but 
the  perceived  change  In  pollutant  concen¬ 
tration  at  the  airport  boundary  would  be 
less  than  1  %  of  the  primary  national  stand¬ 
ards  for  air  quality,  then  no  further  analysis 
is  required. 

The  following  Is  a  step  by  step  procedure 
to  provide  a  means  of  screening  the  slg- 
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niflcaace  of  the  effect  of  aircraft  operational 
changes  with  respect  to  air  pollution : 

Step  1.  Determine  the  net  change  in  opera¬ 
tions  as  a  result  of  the  action  by  aircraft 
types  on  the  basis  of  d&Hy  landing/takeoff 
cycles  (LTO) .  If  there  are  no  net  Increases 
for  any  aircraft  type,  the  analysis  is  termi¬ 
nated  at  this  step.  This  corresponds  to  the 
first  ef  the  three  tests  above. 


Step  2.  For  each  aircraft  type  determine 
from  Table  1  the  "adjusted  aircraft  emission 
rate"  (AAEM)  by  type  of  pollutant.  The  pro¬ 
cedure  Involves  the  multiplication  of  the 
LTO  value  for  each  type  of  aircraft  by  the 
AAEM  provided  In  the  table.  (Note:  the 
value  can  be  positive  or  negative  to  aocount 
for  an  Increase  or  decrease  respectively  in 
LTO  cycles  as  a  result  of  the  action.) 


Table  1. — Adjusted  aircraft  cm  its  Ion  rates  *  (Jar  1  additional  daily  LTO  cycle) 


Aircraft  type 

Engine  type 

Pollutant  types 

CO 

HC 

NO. 

8.P. 

A308B. . 

. CF6  (2) . . . . 

_  0. 0046 

0.054 

0.332 

0.001 

B707/DC-8 . 

.  ...  JT4A  (4)....  _ 

_  .0113 

.448 

.■263 

.  083 

B707/DC-8 _ _ 

. . JT3D  (4) .  . . 

_  .  0192 

.686 

.  154 

.031 

B727-UW200 _  _ 

. JT8D  (3) . . . 

.  00  W 

.044 

.  164 

.  088 

B737/DC-B . . 

_ JT8D  (2) . . . 

_  .  0030 

.029 

.109 

.006 

B74T- 100/200 .  . 

. JT9D  (4) . . . . 

_  .  0178 

.192 

.663 

.037 

BAC  1-11  . . 

_ Spey  (2) . . . 

_  . 0056 

.  228 

.088 

.010 

DC-KM0/30 _ _ 

.  CF6  (3) . . . . 

.  0068 

.082 

.499 

.00* 

DC- 10-40 _ _ 

_ JT9D  (3) . . 

. 0133 

.144 

.497 

.027 

L-188 _ 

_ A1  501-D13  (4) . 

_  .0016 

.050 

.046 

.031 

CV-680 . 

_ A1  501-D13  (2) . . . 

. . .  .  . 9008 

.025 

.023 

.015 

L-10U . 

.  RB-211  (3).... . 

. 0149 

.427 

.295 

N.Aj 

i  Rate  U  expressed  as  grams  per  second  for  the  particular  pollutant  type  divided  by  1  percent  of  the  corresponding 
primary  national  standards  In  mlorograms  per  cubic  meter. 

Souroe:  6 peas  Associates  analysis. 


Step  3.  Calculate  the  total  AAEM  by  type 
of  pollutant  by  summing  the  rates  calculated 
In  Step  3.  If  the  total  AAEM  is  negative  there 
would  be  a  net  decrease  in  pollutant  emis¬ 
sions  and  the  analysis  is  terminated  at  this 
step.  This  is  the  second  of  the  three  tests 
above. 

Step  4.  Determine  the  overall  acreage  of  the 
airport(s)  being  analyzed.  This  value  can 
be  determined  from  FAA  airport  facility 
records  or  direct  contact  with  airport  man¬ 
agement. 

Step  S.  Using  Chart  1,  test  airport  (for  each 
type  of  pollutant)  to  determine  if  the  net 
operational  changes  would  exceed  the  screen¬ 
ing  threshold  (and  require  further  analysis) 
or  fall  below  the  threshold  (and  require  no 
further  analysis).  This  is  the  third  of  the 
three  tests. 

Example:  Planned  operating  changes:  Add 


1  flight  per  day  by  B747;  Add  3  flights  per 
day  by  DC-10-10;  Delete  4  flights  per  day  by 
B727;  Airport  Area  2,000  acres.  Consider  NO* 
emissions  only.  (Analysis  is  similar  for  other 
pollutants) . 


Aircraft  LTO  AAEM  Total 

types  cycles  (table  1)  AAEM 


B7i7 .  +1  0.663  0.863 

DC-10-10. .  +3  .499  1.41(7 

B-727 .  -4  .164  -.668 


Total . .  +L604 


Enter  chart  1  for  airport  area  2,000  acres; 
threshold  level  is  6.  Calculated  change  In 
emissions  is  less  than  threshold,  hence  de¬ 
tailed  analysis  is  not  required. 
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CHART  I 

POLLUTANT  DETERMINATION  GRAPH 
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2.  PROCEDURES  TO  USE  IF  THRESHOLE  IS 
EXCEEDED 

II  the  test  as  described  in  section  1  6hows 
that  the  pollutant  concentrations  fall  above 
the  screening  threshold,  additional  analyses 
may  be  required.  These  should  take  into  ac¬ 
count:  actual  airport  configuration  includ¬ 
ing  orientation  of  arrival  and  departure  flight 
tracks;  local  wind  and  atmospheric  stability 
data,  existing  (ambient)  air  quality;  rela¬ 
tive  sensitivity  of  affected  areas;  actual  times 
In  each  mode  of  LTO  cycle  for  the  partic¬ 
ular  airport. 

3.  DISCUSSION  OF  METHODOLOGY 

Theoretical  Development 

The  areal  distribution  of  ground-level  con¬ 
centrations  of  a  pollutant  emanating  from  a 
continuous  point  source  can  be  estimated  us¬ 
ing  standard  techniques.  These  are  described 
In  detail  in  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  publication,  "Workbook  of  Atmos¬ 
pheric  Dispersion  Estimates,”  by  D.  Bruce 
Turner  and  are  used  in  modelling  pollution 
dispersal  In  EPA’s  Air  Quality  Display  Model 


(AQDM),  for  example.  Modelling  the  numer¬ 
ous  sources  of  pollutants  found  on  an  air¬ 
port  is  a  complicated  and  time-consuming 
process,  necessitating  the  use  of  high-speed 
computers. 

A  simplified*  process  can  be  employed, 
however,  to  obtain  an  order-of-magnitude 
estimate  of  the  concentration  of  a  particular 
pollutant  at  the  boundaries  of  an  airport, 
corresponding  to  a  given  rate  of  emission 
of  the  pollutant  and  standardized  meteor¬ 
ological  conditions. 

Consider  a  pollutant  emitted  at  a  steady 
rate  at  ground  level  from  a  point  source.  If 
the  wind  speed  and  atmospheric  stability 
are  known,  the  area  contained  within  any 
specified  ground  level  concentration  lsopleth 
can  be  calculated  (Hilsmeler  and  Gifford, 
Turner).  The  latter  reference  provides  a 
graphical  solution.  Thus  it  is  possible  to 
calculate  the  area  within  the  1  microgram 
per  cubic  meter  lsopleth,  for  example.  With 
steady  wind,  the  area  will 'be  more-or-less 
elliptical  in  shape.  As  wind  direction  varies 
over  time  (i.e.,  as  the  averaging  time  in¬ 
creases)  ,  the  area  will  become  more  irregular 


in  shape.  If  the  averaging  period  Includes 
winds  from  all  directions  in  equal  propor¬ 
tion,  the  area  will  become  circular. 

If  we  now  assume  that  the  point  source  is 
at  the  center  of  a  circular  airport,  the  con¬ 
centration  lsopleths  will  be  circles,  with  one 
circle  coinciding  with  the  airport  boundary. 
We  can  use  the  area  calculated  for  a  single 
wind  direction  as  a  first-order  approximation 
of  the  area  enclosed  by  the  more-or-less  cir¬ 
cular  lsopleth  generated  by  a  varying  wind 
direction.  Because  the  area  within  the  circu¬ 
lar  lsopleth  will  be  somewhat  smaller  than 
that  within  the  elongated  lsopleth  generated 
by  the  constant-direction  wind,  the  emission 
criteria  developed  below  will  be  conservative. 

A  graph  can  now  be  constructed  showing 
the  boundary  pollutant  concentration  as  a 
function  of  airport  size  and  pollutant  emis¬ 
sion  rate.  A  family  of  curves  can  be  plotted, 
corresponding  to  selected  levels  of  ground- 
level  pollutant  concentration.  These  can  be 
related  conveniently  to  the  levels  and  time 
periods  specified  in  the  National  Air  Quality 
Standards.  Then,  knowing  the  pollutant 
emission  rate  and  the  airport  size,  a  graphical 
determination  of  the  relation  of  the  bound¬ 
ary  concentration  to  the  National  Standard 
can  be  made.  A  Judgment  can  then  be  made 
of  the  contribution  of  the  emission  to  the 
air  quality  of  the  surrounding  community. 

Although  two  of  the  variables  entering  into 
the  calculation,  wind  speed  and  atmospheric 
stability,  vary  widely  throughout  a  day  or 
year,  the  simplified  method  described  re¬ 
quires  specification  of  a  single  speed  and 
stability  For  daytime  conditions,  a  wind 
speed  of  5  meters  per  second  (10  knots)  and 
a  slightly  unstable  ("C”)  atmosphere  are 
typical.  With  these  values,  the  equation  re¬ 
lating  area,  emission  rate,  and  the  selected 
concentration  lsopleth,  Is 

5* 

Area  =  c  antilog  (b  log-^ — h  c) 

where  X  Is  the  selected  concentration  ls- 
poleth;  Q  Is  the  average  pollutant  emission 
rate  over  the  time  period  selected  in  grams 
per  second;  and  the  area  is  in  acres.  The 
constants  have  the  values:  a=2.47  X  10- ■*; 
b  =  — 1.028;  and  c=0.737.  This  relationship 
is  illustrated  graphically  in  Chart  2. 

In  the  EPA  Rule  on  Review  of  Indirect 
Sources  (FR39(38)  25  Feb  1974),  it  is  stated 
that  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  Increases  in 
airport  operations  of  less  than  50,000  per  year 
(25,000  landing  and  takeoff  cycles) .  Assuming 
that  these  apply  to  a  typical  major  airport 
size  of  about  3,000  acres,  and  assuming  an 
appropriate  aircraft  mix,  pollutant  concen¬ 
trations  at  the  airport  boundary  can  be  cal¬ 
culated.  These  can  be  expressed  in  percent¬ 
ages  of  the  Primary  National  Air  Quality 
Standards.  The  percentage  varies  between 
0.1%  and  2.4%.  Thus  a  threshold  of  1%  of 
the  National  Standards  at  the  airport  bound¬ 
ary  is  selected. 

With  emission  data  on  aircraft  types  (as 
given  in  EPA  “Compilation  of  Emission  Fac¬ 
tors),  a  table  of  Q/X,%  (where  Q  is  emission 
rate  in  grams  per  second  calculated  for  the 
time  period  specified  in  the  National  Stand¬ 
ards,  and  X,%  is  the  concentration  in  micro¬ 
grams  per  cubic  meter  equal  to  1%  of  the 
particular  standard)  can  be  constructed. 
These  adjusted  emission  rates  are  summed 
for  the  Increase  in  aircraft  LTO  cycles. 

A  graph  of  adjusted  emission  rates  vs.  air¬ 
port  area  can  be  constructed  using  the  previ¬ 
ous  equation.  The  line  on  the  graph  then  rep¬ 
resents  the  threshold  denoting  the  adjusted 
emission  required  to  produce  the  threshold 
value  at  the  boundaries  of  a  circular  airport 
with  the  area  denoted  on  the  X-axis.  Outside 
the  airport  boundaries  the  concentrations 
would  be  lower. 

With  this  methodology,  the  contribution  to 
a  community  air  pollution  of  an  increase  in 
pollutant  emissions  resulting  from  a  change 
in  airport  operations  can  be  evaluated  in 
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terms  of  the  National  Standards.  It  should  be 
emphasized  that  this  simplified  methodology 
Is  not  a  substitute  for  the  more  detailed  and 
accurate  modelling  techniques  (such  as 
AQOM) ,  but  Is  designed  to  give  a  base  for 
deciding  whether  or  not  a  more  detailed  study 
is  necessary. 

Calculation  of  Working  Tables 

The  amounts  of  each  of  the  pollutants  pro¬ 
duced  by  various  aircraft  types  were  com¬ 
puted  using  EPA  Publication  AP-42.  Table 
3.2. 1-2  or  AP-42  provides  times  in  each  mode 
of  operation  and  Table  3.2. 1-4  provides  rates 
of  emission  for  each  mode  for  several  engine 
types.  Thus  the  total  pollutants  produced  In 
a  typical  LTO  cycle  may  be  calculated  directly 
for  each  engine  type.  These  appear  In  Table 
2.  These  engine  emissions  may  be  used  to 
compute  the  emissions  by  aircraft  type  by 


simply  multiplying  the  number  of  engines 
by  the  emissions  for  the  appropriate  engines 
of  each  aircraft  type.  These  are  shown  In 
Table  3. 

Table  t.— Pollutant*  per  LTO  cycle  per  engine 
[Pounds] 


Engine 

CO 

HO 

NO, 

8.P. 

JT9D . 

..  46.9 

12.2 

31.5 

1.3 

CF6 . . 

..  24.0 

6.9 

31.6 

.1 

JT3D . . 

5®.  6 

43.5 

7.3 

LI 

JT4A . . 

.  29.9 

28.4 

12.0 

L  9 

JT8D . . 

..  18.1 

3.7 

10.4 

.4 

Spey  Mk  611 . 

Allison  601-D13 . 

..  29.4 

28.9 

8.4 

.7 

4.2 

3.2 

2.2 

1. 1 

RB-211 . 

..  52.4 

36.1 

18.7 

Source:  Speas  Associates  analysis  based  on  EPA 
publication  AP-42.  RB-211  based  on  Rolls  Koyce  data. 


Table  3 .—Pollutanlt  per  LTO  cycle  all  engine* 
[Pounds) 


Aircraft 


Engines 


Pollutant 

CO  HO  NO,  B.P. 


A-300B.  . 

. CF6(2) . 

48.0 

B707/DC-8 . 

B707/DO-8 . 

B727-100/200 . . 

B737/DO-9 

. JT4A(4) . 

. JT3D(4) . 

. JT8D(3) . 

. JT8D(8) . 

_ ... 

119.6 

202.4 

48.3 

32.2 

B747-100/200 . 

. JT9D(4) . 

187.6 

BAC  1-11 . 

D  010-10/38  .. 

. CF8(3) . 

68.8 

72.0 

DC-10-40 . 

L-188  . 

. . JT9D(3) . 

. Allison  (4).. . . 

140.7 

16.8 

CV-580 . 

Lr-1011 . 

. Allison  (2) . 

.  RB-211  (3) . 

— 

8.4 

157.2 

13.8 
US.  6 
174.0 

11.1 

7.4 

48.8 

67.8 

20.7 
36.6 

12.8 

6.4 
108.8 


63.2 
48.0 

20.2 
31.2 
20.8 

126.0 
16.8 
04. 8 
04.6 
8.8 
4.4 
66.1 


0.2 
T.6 
A  4 
L  2 
.8 
6.2 

1.4 

.8 

8.0 

4.4 
2.2 

N.A. 


Source:  Speas  Associates  analysis. 

The  primary  National  Standards  for  pol¬ 
lutant  concentrations  are: 


Micrograms 

Type  per  cubic  Notes 

meter 


Carbon  monoxide 
(CO).  _ 

Hydrocarbons  (HC). 

Nitrogen  oxides 
(NO.). 

Solid  particulates 

(S.£). 


10, 000  8  hour  period. 

160  3  hours  6  a.m.-O 
a.m. 

100  24  hours. 

76  Do. 


Thus,  a  dally  LTO  cycle  which  produces 
one  unit  (1  lb.)  of  OO  Is  the  equivalent  of  an 
average  emission  rate  of: 


Similarly  for  HC  (16%  in  3  hours)  1  lb.  per 
LTO  cyole  would  yield: 


0.16X464 


=  .00631  gm/seo. 


3  X  3600 

For  NO.  and  S.P.  (100%  In  24  hours)  1 
per  LTO  cycle  would  yield 
464 

34  X  3600  =  00526  gm/seo. 


lb. 


A  review  of  traffic  records  for  a  representa¬ 
tive  set  of  UH.  airports  showed  that  one 
could  conservatively  estimate  that  60%  of 
an  airport's  dally  operations  would  occur  in 
an  8-hour  period  and  no  more  than  15% 
would  occur  between  6  AM  and  0  AM.  Thus, 
conversion  of  the  emission  data  in  Table  8 
Into  effective  average  rates  of  emission  In 
gm/seo  must  take  Into  account  the  varying 
standards. 


These  conversion  factors  could  be  applied 
to  each  of  the  numbers  In  Table  3  to  express 
the  pollutant  production  rates  (Q)  In  gm/ 
see  per  dally  LTO  cycle  (rather  than  in  lbs. 
per  cycle).  However,  as  Indicated  In  the 
theoretical  development  above,  It  Is  the  ratio 
of  Q/X  (emission  rate/ pollutant  concentra¬ 
tion)  which  Is  the  principal  variable  of 
Interest. 

Thus,  Table  1  in  Section  1  shows  the  Q/X 
ratio  for  each  aircraft  type  where  X  in  eaoh 


case  Is  the  selected  1%  of  the  appropriate 
National  Standard  concentration  for  the  par¬ 
ticular  pollutant  types. 

The  total  of  the  Q/X  values  for  each  of 
the  aircraft  types  may  then  be  added  alge¬ 
braically  with  a  unit  weight  for  each  planned 
LTO  cycle  to  determine  the  cumulative  Q/X 
for  the  planned  mix  and  frequencies  by  air¬ 
craft  types  (some  may  be  zero  If  no  changes 
are  planned  and  some  may  be  negative  If 
reductions  are  planned).  Provided  that  the 
cumulative  Q/X  ratios  are  below  those  corre¬ 
sponding  to  1%  of  the  National  Standards, 
then  the  Indication  Is  that  the  planned  air¬ 
craft  operations  would  contribute  an  added 
pollutant  concentration  of  less  than  1%  of 
these  standards  at  the  airport  boundary  and 
consequently  further  analysis  should  not  be 
required. 

Chart  1  in  Section  1  shows  the  cumulative 
Q/X  ratio  corresponding  to  this  1%  threshold 
level  for  a  range  of  airport  sizes.  The  graphi¬ 
cal  procedure  thus  requires  only  that  one 
determine  whether  the  oomputed  cumulative 
Q/X  ratio  falls  above  or  below  the  line  on 
this  chart. 

Table  4. — Pollution  Generation  Analysis 

(Conversion  of  thousand  lbs. /year  to  grams/ 
second  in  accordance  with  national  stand¬ 
ard  criteria) 

CO — Thous.  lbs./year: 

4- 365  =  lbs./day 
4-  2.2  =  kgs  ./day 
X 1000  =  grams/day 

X. 60= grams  In  8  hour  period  (assume 
60%  of  daily  ops.) 

4- 28,800= grams/ sec.  In  8  hour  period 
OR 

Thous.  lbs./year -5- 38,644 =grams/ sec.  in  8 
hour  period 
NO, — Thous.  lbs./year: 

4-  365  =  lbs./day 
4-2.2  =  kgs  ./day 
X 1000= grams/day 
4-  24  =  grams/hour 
4-  3600  =  grams/ second 
OR 

Thous.  lbs./year  4-  69,379  =  grams/second 
PART. — Thous.  lbs./day: 

—  365  =  lbs./day 
4-2.2  =  kgsyday 
X 1000 = grams/day 
4-  24 = grams/hour 
4-  3600 = grams/second 
OR 

Thous.  lbs./year  4-  69,379  =  grams /second 
HO — Thous.  lbs./year: 

4- 365= lbs./day 
-4  2  .2  =  kgs  ./day 
X 1000 = grams/day 

X  .16= grams  in  3  hours  from  8-0  AM 
(assuming  15%  of  dally  ops.) 

4- 10,800 = grams/sec.  in  8  hour  period 
from  8-0  AM 
OR 

Thous.  lbs./year  4-  67,8 16 = grams/second 
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4.  ANALYSIS  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  OF 

INCREMENTAL  EMISSIONS  IN  PRIOR  ROUTE 

PROCEEDINGS 

An  analysis  was  made  of  the  Incremental 
emissions  resulting  from  schedule  changes 
In  three  prior  route  proceedings,  the  trans- 
Atlantic  route  proceeding,  and  the  American- 
Frontier/Air  West  route  exchanges. 

Emislsons  for  the  respective  route  ex¬ 
changes  had  already  been  calculated  In  terms 
of  thousands  of  pounds  per  year.  By  means  of 
the  conversion  factors  shown  In  Table  4, 
these  data  were  converted  Into  grams  per 
second. 

Given  the  various  airport  sizes  In  acres. 
Chart  2  was  used  to  determine  the  various 


“dispersion  factors”  which  are  the  ratios  of 
the  boundary  concentrations  to  the  emis¬ 
sions  rates.  This  dispersion  factor  was  then 
applied  to  the  percentage  of  standard  for 
each  pollutant  component  (except  where  no 
particulate  data  was  provided  In  the  Frontier 
exchange  cases)  to  determine  the  threshold 
number  of  grams  per  second  (which  would 
not  exceed  a  1%  of  standard  concentration 
at  the  airport  boundary). 

Comparison  of  these  threshold  numbers 
with  forecast  Increments,  all  In  grams  per 
second,  confirmed  that  none  of  the  route 
actions  resulted  In  Incremental  pollution  of 
significance  (Tables  5  and  8). 
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Table  5.—Anetfy»i*  of  emittion  effect*,  *7  airport*,  traruatlantic  route  proceeding 


Pollution  component _ ... 

National  standard _ , _ 

1  percent  national  standard. 


Atlanta . 

Baltimore . 

Boston. . . 

Chicago _ _ 

Cleveland _ _ 

Dallas . 

Denver . 

Detroit . . 

Hartford . 

Houston . . 

Kansas  City . 

Las  Vegas . . 

Los  Angeles . 

Miami . 

Minneapolis/St.  Paul. 

New  Orleans . . 

New  York: 

LOA . 

JFK . 

EWR . 

Philadelphia _ 

Phoenix . . . 

Pittsburgh . 

Portland,  Oreg . . 

St.  Louis . 

San  Francisoo . 

San  Juan . . 

Seattle . . . 

Tampa. . . 

Washington: 

DUL . 

NAT . 


CO 

10,000  Mftms/m* 

100  Mgnis/m* 

NO, 

100  Mgms/m* 

1  Mgm/m* 

HC 

160  Mgro 
1.6  Mgm 

s/m* 

i/m* 

P  articulates 
76  Mgms/m* 
.76  Mgm/m* 

cree 

Dispersion 

factor 

(X/Q) 

Threshold  ‘ 

Forecast  * 
Increment 

Forecast  * 
Threshold  <  increment 

Threshold  * 

Forecast  * 
Increment 

Threshold  1 

Foreoast  * 
Increment 

4,200 

0.096 

1,041.67 

6.46 

10.42 

2.75 

18.67 

2.80 

7.81 

0.10 

3, 231 

.123 

813.01 

2.56 

8. 13 

.30 

13. 01 

1.50 

6. 10 

.06 

2,384 

.166 

602.  41 

11.38 

6.02 

1.47 

9.64 

6.36 

4.52 

.20 

9,000 

.040 

2, 173.  91 

6.06 

21.74 

1.54 

34.78 

2.73 

16.30 

.13 

1,500 

.260 

384.62 

4.56 

3.85 

.41 

6.  15 

2.64 

2.88 

.08 

17, 000 

.023 

4.347.83 

7.58 

43  48 

1.98 

69.57 

4.02 

32.  61 

.11 

3,978 

.100 

1,000.00 

Nil 

10.00 

Nil 

16.00 

NU 

7.50 

Nil 

4,800 

.  085 

1, 176.  47 

7.81 

11.76 

1.08 

18.82 

4.65 

8.82 

.  16 

2,356 

.166 

602.41 

Nil 

6.02 

Nil 

9.64 

NU 

4.52 

Nil 

7,200 

.057 

1,754.39 

5.26 

17.54 

1. 12 

28.07 

3. 01 

13.16 

.06 

6,000 

.059 

1,709.40 

Nil 

17.  Oil 

Nil 

27.35 

NH 

12.82 

Nil 

1, 450 

.270 

370. 37 

Nil 

3.79 

Nil 

6. 93 

Nil 

2.78 

Nil 

3, 000 

.133 

751.88 

6.70 

7.52 

3.39 

12.03 

2.73 

5.64 

.12 

2,699 

.147 

680.27 

N/A 

6.80 

N/A 

10.88 

N/A 

5.10 

N/A 

2,030 

.135 

740.  74 

4.78 

7.41 

.56 

11.85 

2. 81 

5.56 

.09 

1,506 

.  .260 

384.62 

N/A 

3.85 

N/A 

6.15 

N/A 

2.88 

N/A 

647 

.560 

178.  57 

Nil 

1.79 

Nil 

2.86 

Nil 

L  34 

NU 

6,000 

.  059 

1,709.40 

38.  97 

17. 09 

8.20 

27.35 

16.99 

12.82 

.57 

2, 167 

.183 

546.  45 

N/A 

6.46 

N/A 

8.  74 

N/A 

4.  10 

N/A 

2,500 

.160 

625.00 

4.89 

6.25 

.50 

10.00 

2.85 

4.69 

.25 

3,000 

.133 

751.88 

N/A 

7.52 

N/A 

12.03 

N/A 

6.64 

N/A 

3,100 

.129 

775. 19 

N/A 

T.  75 

N/A 

12.40 

N/A 

6.81 

N/A 

3,000 

.133 

751.88 

N/A 

7.52 

N/A 

12.03 

N/A 

6.64 

N/A 

1,850 

.215 

'  465. 12 

N/A 

4.65 

N/A 

7.44 

N/A 

3  49 

N/A 

5,207 

.  079 

1,273.89 

1.  32 

12.  74 

.24 

20.38 

.63 

9.55 

.04 

1,555 

.258 

387.60 

N/A 

3.88 

N/A 

6.20 

N/A 

2.91 

N/A 

1,800 

.220 

454.  55 

2.71 

4.55 

.24 

7.27 

1.57 

3.41 

.04 

3,300 

.121 

826.  45 

1.97 

8.27 

.16 

13  22 

L  13 

6.20 

.02 

9,980 

.042 

2,409.64 

7.69 

24.10 

.82 

38.55 

4.41 

18.07 

.09 

650 

.560 

178.  57 

Nil 

1.79 

Nil 

2.86 

NU 

L  34 

Nil 

1  Threshold  level,  resulting  in  1-percent  Increase  in  respective  national  air  quality  standard. 

>  Greatest  increase  In  operations  under  assumed  proceeding  scenarios,  converted  from  thousand  pounds/ycar  to  grams/second  in  accordance  with  emission  standards  (see 
table  4). 

Source:  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  Transatlantic  Route  Proceeding,  vol.  I,  text,  August  1974. 

t 

Table  6.— Analytic  of  emiesion  effect*,  tt  airport*,  American- Frontier] Hughe*  Air  Wett  route  exchange* ■ 


Pollution  component . . 

National  standard . 

1  percent  national  standard. 


CO 

10,000  Mgms/m' 
100  figms/m* 


NO, 

100  Mgms/m* 
1  Mgm/in* 


HO 

ISO  Mgms/m* 
1.6  Mgm/m* 


Particulates 
75  Mgms/ra* 
.75  Mgm/m* 


Dispersion  Forecast  Forecast  Forecast  Forecast 

Acres  factor  Threshold  increment  Threshold  increment  Threshold  Increment  Threshold  lnorement 

(X/Q) 


Albuquerque . - 

_  1,280 

0.320 

312.50 

1. 01 

313 

0.63 

5.00 

a  12 

2.34 

N/A 

Dallas . - . . 

.  17,000 

.023 

4, 347.  83 

.47 

43.48 

.32 

69.  57 

.05 

32.61 

N/A 

_  4, 009 

.100 

1,000.00 

.91 

10.00 

.62 

16.00 

.09 

7.50 

N/A 

Houston. . . . . 

7,  200 

.057 

1,754.39 

.96 

17.64 

.55 

28.07 

.10 

13  16 

N/A 

Las  Vegas: 

FL . . 

.  1, 450 

.270 

370.37 

.54 

3.70 

.32 

5.93 

.05 

2.78 

N/A 

RW  _ 

_  1,450 

.270 

370.37 

.26 

3.  TO 

.  16 

5.93 

.02 

2.78 

N/A 

.  3,000 

.  133 

75L88 

.05 

7.52 

.09 

12.03 

.03 

6.64 

n/a 

Palm  Springs . . . 

...  .  800 

.453 

220.75 

-.18 

2.21 

-.09 

3.53 

-.06 

1.66 

N/A 

Phoenix: 

FL . 

.  3, 000 

.133 

751.88 

-1.09 

7.52 

.20 

12.03 

— .  81 

6.64 

N/A 

RW . . 

.  3,000 

.133 

751.88 

.67 

7.52 

.48 

12.03 

.07 

6.64 

N/A 

Salt  Lake . . . - 

.  2,787 

.142 

704.23 

.49 

7.04 

.30 

11.27 

.07 

5.23 

N/A 

San  Antonio . 

.  1,697 

.230 

434. 78 

.52 

4.35 

.46 

6.96 

.03 

3.26 

N/A 

San  Diego . — . 

_  487 

.650 

153.85 

-2. 13 

1.54 

-.06 

2.46 

-1.23 

1.15 

N/A 

Tucson: 

PL . . 

.  2,200 

.180 

555.56 

-.47 

5.56 

.04 

8.89 

-.40 

4.  IT 

N/A 

RW . 

.  2, 200 

.180 

555.56 

.44 

5.  56 

.32 

8.89 

.03 

4.17 

N/A 

Source:  Speas  Associates, 

“Conclusions  on  the  Environmental  Assessment, 

etc.,"  Amerlcan-Frontier/Uughes  Air  West,  January  1974. 

HUsmeler,  W.  P..  and  P.  A.  Gifford,  1962. 
Graphs  for  Estimating  Atmospheric  Diffu¬ 
sion.  O BO-646.  Oak  Ridge,  Tenn.  Atomic 
Energy  Commission.  10  pp. 

Turner,  D.  Bruce,  Workbook  in  Atmospheric 


Dispersion  Estimates.  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency. 

Anon.  Compilation  of  Air  Pollution  Emis¬ 
sion  Pactors,  Second  Edition,  U.S.  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency. 
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